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CHAPTER I 
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 
The motivating purpose of this investigation is to iden-
tify why children do not learn academic skills and subject-
matter information according to their capacities. Many factors . 
of a non-intellectual nature have been cited as reasons for 
this phenomenon. This study does not attempt to explore the 
influence on learning of all such causal factors. The research' 
is directed toward uncovering the unknown degree of influence 
exerted upon children's learning by certain socioeconomic con-
ditions and the prestige attached to varying constellations of 
these socioeconomic factors in a given community. 
Evolvement of the Problem 
The question of why "Jimmy" does not do well in school 
when all the available evidence about the youngster suggests he 
should is a vexing one tor teachers. Then, there's "Johnny" 
who isn't expected to do well but surprises his teachers and 
achieves beyond all expectations tor him. This problem, a 
' counterpart of the original phenomenon, also presents a chal-
•i lenge to educators. What is happening to account for this un-
!. expected school achievement? What non-intellectual factors are 
!: influencing "Jimmy" and "Johnny's" learning in school? The 
li -l-
1! 
~ thesis of this present study stems from this area of non-
: intellectual factors that contribute to and result in varying 
• degrees of school achievement. 
Many of these non-intellectual factors such as teacher 
personality, the school curriculum, motivation, and the physi-
cal health of the student have been offered as explanations and 
,, studied as· possible contributing .factors to di.fferences in the 
school achievement of children. This study concentrates on the 
e.f.fect community status may have upon children's school achieve~ 
' 
'! ment. 
I 
I Sociological research would seem to hold significant im-
plications .for the educator. Sociologists suggest that the 
community status o.f a child's parents affects his school 
achievement and participation. Data are cited that a.ffirm this · 
hypothesis in connection with school participation, but the 
cause-and-e.ffect relationship between community status and 
school achievement is not so clearly supported. It remains to 
be seen if such a hypothesis is valid. This study explores the• 
possib11i ty. 
To point up the exploration and give it direction the 
question is asked, "Is there a significant relationship between 
the community status of a child's parents and the amount this 
child's actual achievement varies .from his expected achievement 
as estimated from the child's scholastic aptitude?" 
The impact o.f culture upon behavior is an accepted phe-
nomenon. To say community status may be producing behavioral 
differences in school follows easily. liowever, the task of 
exploring this thesis is not so easily undertaken. Measuring 
certain status components is at once complicated when these 
components such as occupation, source of income, type of home, 
and dwelling area are extracted from the broader environmental 
and cultural milieu. The instruments and techniques to eval-
uate these components may always be limited for this very rea-
son. Nevertheless, in this instance, the end justifies the 
means. Although the techniques may not be perfect, the in-
formation secured by their use is important even if limitations 
:
1 
must be imposed upon the conclusions reached from the findings. 
A significant relationship between school achievement and 
community status should initiate study by educators that hope-
tully would find fruition in the development of an equal learn-
ing climate in school for all children regardless of their 
economic or cultural background. 
An insignificant relationship between these factors would 
turn the attention of educators increasingly to the problems 
of teacher effectiveness in the classroom, the appropriateness 
i 
I 
; of the school curricula, the health and motivation of the child;, 
I 
II 
I' 
ji 
' ii 
as possible affectors of school achievement above or below ex-
pectancy as indicated by scholastic aptitude. 
The implication offered by research that community status 
may be affecting school achievement suggests the goals for 
this present study. 
3 
:I 
li 
I 
the investigation.-- This study explores the 
i! 
II effect community status has upon children's differential 
li 
'I 
'I !I 
I 
i ~
achievement in certain academic skills and subject matter, 
meaning the difference between actual achievement and expected 
:i achievement as determined by academic aptitude. Very specif-
I 
:I 
il ,, 
II 
il 
,, 
' II 
II 
II 
II 
ically the purposes involve (1) ascertaining the degree of 
relationship between community status and the amount of dif-
ferential achievement in academic skills and subject matter by 
children in the fourth, sixth, and eighth grades; (2) noting 
the significance of these relationships in each grade; (3) de-
scribing any differences between these relationships in each 
grade; and (4) describing any differences between these rela-
tionships among the three grades. 
With tnese purposes giving direction to the research, 
data were secured to indicate the validity of the hypothesis 
that community status affects the school achievement of chil-
,, 
That tne reader may become fully acquainted with the spe- ,I 
cific problem under investigation, further points of justifica-'! 
tion are cited and the scope of tne problem is delineated. 
Source and Justification of the investigation.--
lem arises from tne discrepancy between ability to achieve and : 
actual school achievement. Accumulated research and teacher 
observation allow us to accept this discrepancy as an actualit~, 
but such research does not provide, in every case, explanation~ 
~"it 
I 
as to why this discrepancy exists. Investigations continue to 
be made on such causal factors as persistence, level or aspira-
i tion, teacher personality, physical and mental health, and the 
i' 
i many other potential arrectors of school achievement. The 
matrix is complex. No one factor can be pointed to as the 
single reason for a child's overachievement or underachievement. 
, Such a push-button point of view is invalid if we hold to the 
concept or the whole child. 
Results of recent research concerned with community status 
· suggest the possibility that this condition may be one of the 
, determinants of this ability-achievement variance by children 
in school. Although most or the research to date is over-
generalized from the educator's point of view, there is some 
' evidence to make this thesis tenable. 
In their research Davis and Dollard, 1 the Gardners, 2 
Junker, 3 the Lynds, 4 Warner and Lunt, 5 Hollingshead, 6 and 
lA. Davis and J. Dollard. Children of Bondage. American 
Council on Education. Washington, D. c., 1940, 299 p. 
2A. Davis, B. B. Gardner, and K. R. Gardner. Deep South. 
University of Chicago Press. Chicago, 1941, 558 p. 
3J. Flint (Pseu. for B. H. Junker). Hometown. University 
of Chicago, Committee on Human Development. Chicago, 1940. 
4R. Lynd and B. Lynd. Middletown in Transition. Harcourt, 
Brace, and Company. New York, 1937, 604 p. 
f>w. L. 
Community, 
New liaven, 
Warner and P. s. Lunt. The Social Life of a Modern 
Vol. I, "Yankee City Series." Yale University Press. 
Conn., 1941, 460 p. 
6A. B. Hollingshead. Elmtown's Youth. John Wiley and Sons, 
Inc. New York, 1949, 480 p. 
5 
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,, 
1
i others show now a youngster's school participation is affected 
by community status. They all conclude that teachers and the 
school represent the middle-class society compatible to the 
culture and mores of those children of a favorable socioeconomic 
,: station and incompatible to children whose position in the 
,; prestige hierarchy is not so favorable. If one accepts the 
findings of these investigators, then the school does not serve 
all youth equally. Curriculum selection is often made along 
cultural lines. Unconscious bias on the part of the teachers 
rewards children of the "better" families in town with higher 
grades and penalizes children of the "not-so-good" families 
with poorer grades. Leadership and participation in school 
activities are quite often limited to those children enjoying 
favorable cultural circumstances. Discipline and grouping are 
likely to be handled on the basis of the child's particular 
status rather than on professional standards and judgment. 
School dropouts are largely from the ranks Of students whose 
status is not favorable. 
Many of these conditions exist because of the varying 
nature of school behavior by children of different status cir-
cumstances. Davis and Dollard1 explain that the direction of 
behavior reinforcement in school by the teacher is a two-sided 
experience. The acts of the teacher in rewarding a child help 
him achieve success. Such success reinforces the teacher's 
lDavis and Dollard. Op. cit,, p. 282. 
6 
li 
I! 
,, 
1: 
I 
-~--Ji ,, 
1; continuance of the preferential acts. Because the child from 
:; a culture of favorable socioeconomic circumstances can under-
stand the teacher's culture and has this understanding rein-
forced at home, he conforms to the school routine and is more 
easily motivated. The child from more unfavorable socioeconomic 
-circumstances with differing goals from those of the teacher 
does not conform and therefore is punished rather than rewarded 
by the teacher. 
A full treatment of the allied research substantiates this ,, 
point fUrther, but it is suffice to say at the moment that this 
researdl suggests community status may be accounting for an un-
known degree of variance between children's ability to achieve 
and actual school achievement. 
Even more fundamental data are available to support the 
thesis of this study. We are acquainted with the observations 
! of educators, psychologists, and sociologists relative to 
socializing influences upon child development. Certainly no 
child lives in a vacuum. His development is directed along 
socializing lines, at first the family circle, then playmates 
and the peer groups. Such socialization takes place within 
the framework of the child's culture. Bio-social needs impel 
him to seek acceptance and recognition from those people he 
knows and lead him to adopt the habits, customs, and attitudes 
of his family, peers, and cultural group. 
7 
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Davis1 has described this socialization process very 
clearly in relation to a status system, He says: 
A social class system restricts intimate participa-
tion to a limited group within a society, above and beyond 
the age-sex restrictions. Social class relationships are 
extensions of intimate clique and family relationships; 
they limit participation where the basis of a pattern of 
traits (such as family rank, plus occupation, plus educa-
tion, plus manners, plus clothes, plus language, etc.), 
all of which are differentiated according to rank in the 
class hierarchy. By defining the group with which an 
individual may have intimate clique relationships, our 
social class system narrows his training environment. His 
social instigations and goals, his symbolic world and its 
evaluation are largely selected from the narrow culture of 
that class with which alone he can associate freely, 
One can foresee if the scnool's culture supports the 
child's culture a more favorable learning situation is likely 
i to develop. If, however, the school's culture and the child's 
1 , culture are opposal, the likelihood of an unfavorable learning 
situation developing in school is great. The likelihood of 
culture conflict between the school and the child is magnified 
many times when it is realized that "more than sixty out of 
every one hundred children live in families of the lower socio-
economic groups."2 Furthermore, "as is true of the staff in 
the armed forces and in industry and of social workers, clini-
cians, and psychiatrists, more than ninety-five out of every 
one hundred teachers are from the middle socio-economic 
1 A. Davis. 
of the Child, " 
6: 351-352. 
2a. Davis. 
Learning," Phi 
"American Status Systems and the Socialization 
American Sociological Review (June, 1941) 
"Socio-Economic Influences upon Children's 
Delta Kappan (January, 1951) 32: 253. 
I 
i 
I 
' 
groups."1 
Although the writer could find no country-wide statistics 
to validate this claim, it is probably witnin reason to con-
clude that most teachers are E2! living under favorable socio-
economic conditions. 
As Davis2 says: 
The teachers, therefore, come from a cultural way of 
life markedly different from that of the majority of the 
pupils. The lower socio-economic groups do not under-
stand, and therefore have difficulty in learning the 
teacher's culture. Our teachers do not understand the 
interests, goals, and culture of these masses of children, 
whom they wish to stimulate to learn. 
This same author believes there are certain steps teachers 
I' can take to overcome this situation. He comments: 
In order to help the child learn, the teacher must 
discover the reference-points from which the child starts. 
Specifically, the teacher must learn a good deal about 
the pupil's cultural environment and his cultural motiva-
tion, if the teacher is to guide the child's new learning 
effectively. This necessity for learning the basic cul-
ture of the pupil is especially urgent for teachers whg 
work with children of the lower socio-economic groups. 
l 
Furthermore, this writer emphasizes: 
To encourage new learning, the teacher must discover 
the obstacles inherent in the pupil's old learning. She 
will need, therefore, to learn the pupil's cultural be-
liefs, his cultural definitions of life problems, the 
meaning of his words, and his culturally learned4concep-tions of the teacher herself, and of the school. 
A. Davis. "Socio-Economic Influences upon Children's 
Learning," 1£2.• ill· 
2Loc. ill· 
3A, Davia. Social Class Influences upon Learning. Harvard 
University Press. Cambridge, 1948, p. l. 
4 ~·· p. 2. 
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Implications of the effect community status has upon 
school achievement are for the most part generalizations based 
upon sociological rather than educational research. It is not 
entirely clear whether status actually affects achievement or 
is confined to other participatory aspects of school life. 
The real need E£! is for more precise information as to 
how, when, and where community status may be affecting a 
youngster's learning in school. This study attempts to provide 
such specific information about this possible cause-and-effect 
relationship. 
Considerable attention has been given to the evolvement 
and justification of the stated problem with which this study 
is concerned in order that educators, knowing the present situa-
tion of the school and community status, may interpret most 
accurately the conclusions reached from the findings of the 
study. 
Delineation of the Problem 
The delineation of the problem refers to the specific 
,manner in which the question this study poses was attacked and 
· solved. Accordingly, terms are defined; the study population 
is located; and the specific, step-by-step research procedures 
·I are outlined. 
Scope of the investigation.-- This study is delimited to 
the investigation of the effect of community status upon chil-
li dren' s differential achievement in certain academic skills and 
~l~~~~ec~:IDatt:: ~n grades four, six, and eight in a New Engla~ " 
:i 
10 
·community. 
Community status refers to the station of the head of the 
child's family in the community. Kingsley Davis defines sta-
tion as "a cluster of positions which may be combined in one 
individual and recognized as so combined. It is the sum total 
'or one's major positions in the structure and is commonly 
1 L&lluded to a!7 'status'." 
Community status in this study is evaluated by a composite 
scale of status symbols. This scale, an Index of Status 
Characteristics, was developed by Warner2 and is composed of 
'weighted ratings on occupation, source or income, type of 
house, and dwelling area. Warner reports data that indicate 
this Index is as effective in typing a person's particular 
status as the longer technique of interviewing and studying 
community life by a number of investigators over a period of a 
year or more. In other words this Index is a shorthand method 
or discovering a person's community status, an average of all 
the cultural roles an individual may play in the community. 
Differential achievement is a term used to describe the 
difference between a child's actual achievement on a well-known, 
standardized achievement test and his expected achievement as 
predicted by his performance on a standardized test or scholas-
tic aptitude. 
~. Davis. "A Conceptual Analysis of Stratification," 
American Sociological Review (June, 1942) 7: 309-321. 
1 
2w. L. Warner, M. Meeker, and K. Eells. Social Class in 
~C_LAmerica. ~ci_~n~e Research Associates. Chicago, 1949, 274 p. 
i.l 
II 
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1: Some people may question the validity of' using a scholastid 
I, 
, aptitude test which is so highly verbalized with children of' 
1 varying socioeconomic conditions. There are some ninety re-
search studies to indicate that performance on intelligence 
1 tests correlates from + .03 to + .50 with cultural differences • 
. : The most recent research by Eells, et a11 indicates that test 
" !1 items involving verbal symbolism reveal the widest discrepancy 
,, 
::between children or favorable and unfavorable cultural circum-
' stances. However, Eells2 and others offer this observation in 
:i speaking of the necessity or using intelligence tests for speci-
1 fie purposes: 
If, for example, what is wanted is a test of a per-
son's ability to do scholastic work of a highly verbal and 
academic kind, the tests will appropriately consist of 
that kind of material. While low status pupils will doubt-
less score low on such a test, that low score will repre-
sent, not a bias in the test, but a genuine deficiency in 
those pupils - a deficiency of the particular kind of 
ability being measured. Such tests should, however, be 
clearly labeled as tests of specific aptitudes, and they 
should not be confused with general intelligence tests. 
The test used to sample scholastic aptitude in this study 
: undoubtedly may be considered what Eells calls a special apti-
tude test. Additional data will be cited to support the claim 
that the Pintner General Ability Test: Verbal Series is a test 
or scholastic aptitude. A measure of scholastic aptitude is 
not only desired but necessary to predict efficiently expected 
1 K. Eells, A. Davis, R. J. Havighurst, V. Herrick, and 
R. Tyler. Intelligence and Cultural Differences. University 
or Chicago Press. Chicago, Illinois, 1951, 388 P• 
2 ~-· p. 78. 
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'I achievement on a standardized test of achievement. This point 
!1 of view is also held by most psychologists today. They speak 
~ I 
lj I 
11 not of ability but of abilities and indicate that tests samplill@li 
i, intelligence must sample specific abilities for specific purpose~. 
:: The criticism that Eells, 1 Freeman,2 and other psycholo- .. ·'·i I~ 
i gists make is that we should 
E 
not infer general intelligence from! 
' I 
'! specific scholastic aptitude tests. 
I 
They feel there is more to : 
[jintelligence than abstract verbal reasoning. If we are inter-
' 
/ ested in predicting ability to do a certain job, we use a test 
designed to sample a person's skills in that area. Achieving 
in school or performance on a test of achievement involves dom- ' 
inantly verbal abilities. A scholastic aptitude test samples 
I 
/
1 
these abilities, Therefore, the use of such a test in such a 
ii 
I situation is valid, although status is affecting performance on,; 
I ~: 
I the aptitude measure. 
il One other question may remain. If youngsters of lower 
ilstatus have a real deficiency in solving problems of a verbal 
I' 
li nature as research would seem to indicate, will not such a 
i! 
11 situation impair comparing group results between actual achieve; 
!! 
!i ment and expected achievement? 
II 
Jl parisons of such a nature are not made in this study. The 
The answer is that group com-
f/individual' s actual achievement and expected achievement are 
!I 
!I 
!I 
i 
1 
Eells, et al. 
2F, N. Freeman. "The Meaning of Intelligence," The Thirty-
linth Yearbook of the National Society for the study of Educa-
tion, Part I: Intelligence: Its Nature and Nurture. Public 
School Publishing Company. Bloomington, Illinois, 1940, I 
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:1 figured for the individual alone and not computed, in some 
" II 
I• 
II 
!i 
It 
'I 
II 
I! 
ii 
!! 
il 
I· 
manner, from any group normative data. It must be admitted, 
however, that the variation between expected and actual achieve--i 
ment by children may be curtailed to some unknown degree by the 
effect of status upon the initial levels of performance in both 
measures. Not only is this assumption reasonable, but it is 
evidenced further by the high degree of communality between 
measures of academic aptitude and achievement. 
The choice of the scholastic aptitude test in this study 
11 has been justified from the point of view of the "culture-fair" il 
ii 
II 
I 
li 
II !I 
II ,, 
" II 
,! 
il 
I' 
I 
II 
II 
I 
II 
II 
II 
II 
I 
advocates of intelligence testing. 
I 
There are authorities, how- ; 
ever, who claim that the intelligence of a youngster cannot be !/ 
extracted from the cultural environment of that youngster. 
These individuals by definition reject Davis• 1 concept of 
"real intelligence," that in some manner we can devise meaning-
ful instruments which will measure genetic ability, and they 
go on to say that if instruments are devised to measure in com- i 
mon culture, much will be lost 1n predicting success in a va-
riety of different situations. 
This dichotomy in concepts refers to the origins of abil-
·I 
'I 
i 
ity and not the validity of using scholastic aptitude instru-
,I 
menta to predict school achievement which is, in part, dependent 
·I 
upon such aptitude. 
i 
To restate briefly, differential achievement is determined·, 
1 Davis. 
388 p. 
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1 in part by measuring the scholastic apt! tude of the children 
il 
!i and predicting achievement as sampled by a standardized test of 
ll 
11 achievement. 
11 The actual achievement on academic skills and subject 
II matter by the children in the study group is measured by the 
11 Stanford Achievement Battery: Intermediate and Advanced Forms, 
' ' 
1
1 including a sampling in each of ten different skill and subject-
1 
'I 
1 matter areas. No inference should be made that the acquisition 1 
11 of these skills and this subject-matter is limited just to the ,, 
li 
JJ school environment. The very nature of the problem suggests 
i! that the total environment of the youngster is operating to 
I[ il affect performance. Data supporting the selection of Stanford 
" 
1
' Achievement Battery as the measure of actual achievement by the 
children will be cited in Chapter IV. 
The population is confined to children in grades four, 
II 
It six, and eight selected to provide levels with two-year growth 
I! 
II 
'I 
II 
li 
increments. Such a selection allows for comparable test data 
and facilitates subsequent comparisons of one grade with an-
other. In addition, this grade sequence parallels Stendler 1 s1 
grade population and expedites e.x:ploration of one of the pur- ·I 
I 
poses of the study, i.e., to note any differences between grade$ 
il in the relationships between conmunity status and differential 
'I 
:1 achievement which may be caused by a developing awareness of 
!I ___,,..-----
,, 
1c. ~. Stendler. Children of Brasstown. University of 
1
'
1 Illinois Bulletin, Vol. 46, No. 59. University of Illinois, 
1 
Urbana, Illinois, 1949, 103 p. 
I 
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I! ;I coD'IIIIUni ty status on the part of the children. 
" 
![ 
·i 
I ,, A single locale was used in order to evaluate the community! 
i; status 
,I of the children in the study by investigating sources as 
il 
,, directly as 
,, possible. 
Design of research.-- A complete description of each re-
I[ search procedure is reported fully in Chapters III and IV. How-,, 
;[ 
ii ever, to acquaint the reader with the research procedures that 
i' jj were utilized to investigate the problems set forth by the pur-
l poses of this study, an outline of the design of research fol-
lows: 
1) selecting the field community according to a pre-
determined criteria 
2) identifying all children in grades four, six, and eight 
in the school system of the community 
3) administering the Pintner General Ability Test and 
Stanford Achievement Battery to pupils in the fourth, 
sixth, and eighth grades 
4) establishing the differential indices of achievement 
representing the differences between achievement test 
performance and aptitude test performance after the 
scores are made comparable and the differences corrected; 
for the regression of one score upon another ' 
5) securing data on the occupations, sources of income, 
types of houses, and dwelling areas of the parents of 
the children in the study 
6) using the gathered data to rate the socioeconomic sym-
bols of status on a seven-point scale according to the 
Index of Status Characteristics 
7) computing Indices of Status Characteristics from these 
ratings for the children in each grade 
8) testing the following null-hypotheses: 
:; 
I 
I 
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I 
II 
II 
II 
i' 
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i: il ,, 
II 
II 
a. There is no significant relationship between the 
Differential Indices for each academic skill and 
subject-matter variable and the Indices of Status 
Characteristics in each grade. 
b. There are no observable differences in these re-
lationships within each grade. 
c. There are no observable differences in these re-
lationships between the three grades. 
Whether community status affects the differential achieve-
.17 
I 
11 ment of school children in the fourth, sixth, and eighth grades 
I 
1 in a single community will be explored by following these pro-
cedures and testing the null-hypotheses listed above. 
The question this study raises naturally suggests studying 
the solutions to similar problems investigated and reported in 
previous research. Chapter II presents a review of such re-
_, ______ _._ _________ , __ _ 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH 
The theme of this chapter is to review previous research 
which either supports or rejects the hypothesis that community 
status affects the school achievement and participation of 
children. 
Educational literature reports several studies concerned 
' witn the effect of socioeconomic conditions upon intelligence 
!'test per:f'ormance and intellectual development. As already 
indicated in Chapter I, this problem has a bearing upon the 
procedures used in this study. Therefore, a summary of this 
research will be made. 
Several sociological analyses of communities have been 
made, but only those investigations with a direct inference to 
the effect of community status upon the school achievement and 
participation of children will be reviewed here. 
The research may be categorized into various aspects of 
school life affected by the community status of children. 
After presenting some conflicting opinions about the matter and 
a synthesis of these concepts, the research of educators and 
sociologists in these educational areas is reviewed; the evalu-
ation of the present research is made; and the implications of 
this research for the present study are pointed out. 
11. 
j I 
Conflicting Concepts 
To understand fully the implications of different research 
in this area of community status, the thinking of sociologists 
and educators should be studied for points of agreement and 
conflict and the direction of present-day thinking on the 
matter of socioeconomic status. 
The rigid social-class interpretation given to varying 
socioeconomic conditions is food for much controversy. Although 
this study takes issue with such a thesis, the matter deserves 
· attention if the implications of the research for this study 
are to be realized fully. 
Differentiation and the status system.-- The existence of 
a prestige structure in American democracy seems paradoxical 
and even undemocratic. However, on second glance the paradox, 
if not its undemocratic inference, is resolved when it is 
recognized that differentiation is inevitable in a complex hu-
man society, if the society is to support itself and remain 
integrated. Wilson and Kolb1 comment: 
Social differentiation and stratification are univer-
sal characteristics of human society. Since no society 
can ignore the effects on participation of individual 
variations in sex, age, intelligence, and certain other 
inherent traits of its members, these differences neces-
sarily become bases of distinctive roles or functions. 
In addition the structure of any society also re-
flects many acquired differences among persons. This is 
what is meant by social differentiation. 
1L. Wilson and w. Kolb. Sociological Analysis. Harcourt, 
1 
Brace, and Company. New York, 1949, p. 429. 
19 
This differentiation appears to adhere to the lines of the 
division of labor, the causes of which are effectively described 
by Davis and Moore1 who indicate that positional rank in so-
ciety is determined by the differential functional importance 
of the work done and the differential scarcity of the personnel 
to do the work. Accordingly, a physician with a high degree of 
skill and professional training is given high social prestige 
in a community. This prestige status is further accentuated 
I 
:! by the relative scarcity of personnel performing these medical 
,, 
functions in any given community. On the other hand, a day 
laborer with physical strength and stamina as the only requisite 
qualifications for work is assigned a very low rung on the lad-
der of social prestige in the community. His low status is 
reinforced by the relatively large number of workers available 
to handle such elemental work. 
Intellectual snobbery is an unfortunate product of this 
diversification in the degree of occupational skill and the 
amount of available personnel. If it is remembered that a 
complex eociety cannot exist without the vocational services of 
all people regardless of the level of training and skill re-
quired, then the existing snobbery is certainly unqualified. 
It suggests that schools must educate youngsters to recognize 
and accept the sovereignty of the individual and our dependence 
upon all people in the community; youngsters must learn that it 
1K. Davis and W. E. Moore. "Some Principles of Stratifica-
tion," American Sociological Review (April, 1945) pp. 242-249. 
II 
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!I 
i! is just as important that someone keep our streets clean, dis-
, 
,i pose of refuse, repair an automobile as it is to teach school, 
,! manage a large business, or save someone' s life by performing 
a surgical operation. 
Most of us readily concede the existence of differentia-
tion within our society. We are also willing, unfortunately, 
to recognize that there is assigned by society varying amounts 
of prestige to the varying positions within the hierarchy of 
differentiation. However, it is when sociologists and anthro-
pologists interpret this differentiation as stratification and 
label the strata social classes that we are led into highly 
inflammable issues. 
Warner and Lunt apparently feel that class order is all 
pervasive in our society and define social class as "two or 
more orders of people who are believed to be, and are accord-
ingly ranked by the members of the community into socially 
superior and inferior positions."1 
The definition of social classes by Davis emphasizes the 
i socialization limitations. Be refers to social classes as: 
a system of socially ranked groups with varying degrees 
of social movement existing among them. Each group con-
sists of people who participate, or may participate, in 
intimate social relationships with each other, but who do 
not and may not associate freely with the gro~s which are 
socially defined as 1 above 1 and 1below 1 them. 
Nearly all of the present-day sociologists conducting 
lwarner and Lunt. ~· ill•, p. 82. 
2navis. Social Class Influences upon Learning, ~· ill•• 
p. 5 • 
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community analyses agree that assignment to a certain class is 
according to socioeconomic factors represented by symbols. As 
,· Davis1 comments: "These social strata are developed and recog-: 
nized by the inhabitants upon the basis of types of moral sane-
tiona, language, manners, rituals, economic traits, and other 
differentiated symbols of rank." For example, if you are an 
owner of a manufacturing company, reside in a mansion in ~ 
, section of town, own two cars, and summer at the lake where you 
1 
own a cottage and a Chriscraft speedboat, you are thought of as 
upper-class. However, if you live in an ill-kept, broken-down 
: tenament flat in the slums, frequent pool rooms and bars, work 
,when you can get a job, own no car, and are in trouble with the 
law, you are considered in the very lowest of classes. On the 
other hand you may have your own little home, ride in a Ford, 
,, 
i belong to the Masons or Knights of Columbus, summer for two 
!! 
I' 
' weeks at the seashore, and sell real estate and insurance. In 
li 
i! 
'that case you are labeled middle-class. 
' 
Of course, this concept of social class represents a 
modification of all social-class theory propounded by socio-
logists the world over and including such class protagonists as 
Marx, Spengler, Engels, and Gumplowicz. Their theories of 
social class are reviewed and criticized by Mendieta2 who feels 
social class is ascribed to a person on the basis of both 
1.!!2.!!!. • p. 7. 
2N. L. Mendieta. 
gical Review (April, 
"The Social Classes," American Sociolo-
1946) 6: 167-176. 
J,_:- -
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If cultural and economic factors and not the product of race 
struggle as Gumplowicz claims, nor the result of the division 
of labor as Engles believes, nor the idea that culture and 
class go hand in hand as Spengler proposes, nor the unilateral 
concept of economic stratification as emphasized by Marx. 
A word of caution is interjected by Lynd1 and perhaps is 
typical of the reaction of those who oppose the outright 
classification of differential strata as social classes. He 
believes: 
One must tread warily in attempting to characterize 
so complex a thing as the patterning of a culture. And 
this is particularly true in the case of our American 
culture, which stresses individualism, professes to run 
under laissez-faire, relates to a wide geographical re-
gion and includes such extremes as New York City and the 
Tennessee mountains. 
Wilson and Kolb2 assert: 
Differentiation is a necessary but not a sufficient 
cause for stratification, and the latter mode of grouping 
or ranking is in accordance only with certain criteria. 
The status gradations implied in stratification refer to 
groupings of individuals in similar socioeconomic circum-
stances and include both sexes, all ages, and many degrees 
of intelligence. 
Warner et a13 admit that class varies from community to 
community, but should this admission be thought of as a revi-
sion of their belief in the existence of social classes, they 
go on to say: 
1 R. s. Lynd. Knowledge for What? Princeton University 
Press. Princeton, New Jersey, 1940, p. 56. 
2wilson and Kolb. ££. s!i•• p. 429. 
3w. L. Warner, M. Meeker, and K. E. Eells. "Social Status 
in Education," Phi Delta Kappan (December, 1948) 30: 117. 
Yet systematic studies from coast to coast, in cities i! 
large and small and of many economic types, indicate that, ,: 
despite the variations and diversity, class levels do exist11 
and that they conform to a particular pattern of organiza- j 
tion, 
This variance in community status structuring is explained 
,by Warner, Havighurst, and Loeb as caused by~he size of the 
community, the region in which it is located, the rapidity of 
!growth, the type of growth, and the degree to which its older 
traditions have held."l 
The diversity of community class structure of which Warner 
speaks is well illustrated on the one hand by his study of 
"Yankee City" in which he and Lunt diacovered six distinct class 
levels in this New England community. On the other hand in 
' their 11 Midwest 11 study Barker, Wright, Nall, and Schoggen2 dis-
covered only three classes in a community of seven hundred 
people, and for economic and geographic reasons there was a 
high rate of class intermingling unlike highly structured "Yan-
kee City." 
It is not the intent of the writer to settle the class 
issue at this juncture. However, the opinion is expressed that 
since differentiation exists and is outwardly observable in the 
differing socioeconomic cultures to which varying amounts of 
pre~tige are assigned by society, the most important step for 
lw. L. Warner, R. J. Havighurst, and M. B. Loeb. Who Shall 
Be Educated. Harper Brothers. New York, 1944, p. 29. 
I educators is to discover to what extent socioeconomic differ-
,ences affect children's achievement and participation in school. 
Assigned to this differentiation are certain labels, 
· including social class, community status, social status, or 
just socioeconomic groups or positions according to the concept • 
held by the particular investigator. The writer chooses to re-
fer to this differentiation as community status for the reasons 
already referred to in the previous discussion, particularly 
since this differentiation varies in complexity and rigidity 
·from one community to another. ~owever, in the interest of 
preserving validity of reporting, the research is reviewed as 
' written even though social differentiation is given a class 
interpretation. 
Educational implication.-- Although there is disagreement 
in concepts held by educators and sociologists, there is agree- , 
ment in recommending action. Everyone of these investigators 
1: feels positive steps to remedy existing biases in school must 
be taken. Documented studies reveal in many cases either com-
plete insensitivity or apathy on the part of many teachers and 
administrators toward problems created by the community status 
of the children in school. As Warner, Havighurst, and Loeb1 
observe: 
The school is not only a system of education, it is 
also a system of elections. In America this system of 
elections is not 100 per cent efficient. That is, it does 
not succeed in selecting all the people with the best 
lwarner, ~avighurst, and Loeb. 2£· £11•• P• 51. 
''5 ~  
brains and ability and helping them to rise in the status 
system •••• Most children are trained by home and neigh-
borhood to occupy the social position to which they are 
born. The school offers some opposition to home and 
neighborhood training in the case of the lower-class chil-
dren~ut usually fights a losing battle over them. It 
supports and supplements the home and neighborhood train-
ing of middle-class children. It tends to democratize the 
training of upper-class children but loses many of these 
children to private schools which give them a class educa-
tion. 
The reason why status may be affecting school achievement 
and participation is effectively summarized by Davis1 who 
concludes: 
The pivotal meaning of social classes to the student 
of behavior is that they limit and pattern the learning 
environment; they structure the social 'maze' in which the 
child learns his habits and meanings. 
An additional word of caution is necessary should we con-
clude that behavior is entirely the product of a child's cul-
tural environment. 
Kluckhohn's2 conceptual analysis of personality supports 
i the thesis that culture in part influences behavior and there-
fore learning. He pointe out: 
All human personalities are formed under this common 
condition of demands for conformity to cultural expecta-
tion. But the specific character of the cultural expecta-
tions varies greatly between different societies and even 
between different groups in the same society. This brings 
us from the universal to the communal and role determinants. 
All human beings not only have to be socialized - they are 
always socialized as members of particular societies and 
often as members of differentiated categories within 
society. 
1Davis. Social Class Influences upon Learning, ££· £!!•• 
p. 10. 
Z6 
2c. Kluckhohn and 0. H. Mowrer. "Culture and Personality," 
American Anthropologist (January-March, 1944) 46: 6-8. 
===================== 
The cultural facet of the environment of any society 
is a signally important determinant both of the content 
and of the structure of the personalities of members of 
that society. The culture very largely determines what is 
learned: available skills, standards of value, and basic 
orientations to such problems as death. Culture likewise 
structures the conditions under which learning takes place.: 
However, Kluckhohn 1 s conceptual analysis of personality 
i with its determinants and components stresses a personality in 
I culture 
factors 
not formed and developed by biological or environmental 
mutually exclusive of the other. He says: 
Any consideration of personality in culture must be 
carried on within the framework of a complex conceptual 
scheme which explicitly recognizes instead of tacitly ex-
cluding a number of classes of determinants. 
I 
One can readily conclude that Kluckhohn and Mowrer would 
i, object to any thesis claiming behavioral stereotypes are deter-
mined by environmental factors (physical, social, or cultural) 
alone. 
Kluckhohn 1 s conceptual analysis of personality in culture 
suggests that he does not argue against the existence of varying 
socioeconomic cultures in society. His inclusion of the role 
component in personality acknowledges the existence of varying 
i cultures. Furthermore, Kluckhohn points to the effect culture 
: has upon all behavior especially learning. However, he objects 
j to any inference that behavior is modified solely by environ-
1 mental factors. His recognition of the interaction of biolo-
' gical, physical-environmental, social, and cultural determin-
1ants upon personality prevents his accepting such a unilateral 
lxluckhohn and Mowrer. ~· ill· 
' 
.:-;-.. ~ 
""'' 
___ j 
" i belief. 
i! 
The implications of Kluckhohn 1 s concepts for this study 
il are very clear and have been stated in different terms 
1 
pre-
viously. The matrix of conditions affecting behavior and there.; 
· fore learning and achievement in school is complex. Cultural 
differences of a socioeconomic nature and the prestige attached: 
to these differences compose but one of many constellations of i 
factors affecting behavior. Although this limitation exists, 
community status represents a more all-inclusive constellation 
than just a single component extracted from the environmental 
milieu, isolated, and studied. It follows that the results, 
conclusions, and implications of this study must be interpreted 
with this condition in mind. 
Related Studies with Educational Implications 
With the exposition of status concepts serving as a frame 
of reference, it is possible to report with more meaning the 
specific research studies supporting or rejecting the thesis 
that community status affects the school achievement and parti-
cipation of children. Before turning to such studies, however, 
a summary of the research revealing how cultural differences 
affect intelligence will be made. 
Cultural differences and intelligence test performance.--
The import of cultural differences upon intelligence test 
performance and the justification in selecting the instrument 
to measure academic aptitude in this study have been considered' 
: in Chapter I. Nevertheless, an insight into the research on 
this problem is revealing and further describes the background 
against which the conclusions of this present study will be 
compared. 
Since the thesis under consideration is the effect commu-
nity status has upon the school achievement of children and not 
specifically intelligence, a summary of the research is made 
rather than an extensive analysis of the ninety-odd studies in 
this area with the exception of reporting in detail a very re-
cent investigation on the problem by Eells et al. 1 
From the time Binet and Merle tested groups of children 
of high and low cultural "aptitudes" in France to the very re-
cent study by Eells and his associates in Rockford, Illinois, 
the research has consistently reported some significant rela-
tionship between the cultural differences of children and their 
performance on tests of intelligence. Of course, the variables 
have differed from study to study. Such measures of socioecono~ 
mic conditions as occupational classification, educational back~ 
ground of parents, measures of economic status, teacher judg-
ments of favorable and unfavorable environments, and composite 
scales have been used by investigators. To measure intelligence 
utilization has been made of the various revisions of the Binet~ 
Simon test and such group tests as the Kuhlmann-Anderson, Otis 
Self-administering, Chicago Primary Mental Abilities, and 
~ells, et al. .2£• ill•, :588 P• 
! 
!! American Council on Education Psychological Examination. 
The conclusions of these ninety-odd studies are close to 
" 
., unanimous in showing that significant differences do occur be-
tween the intelligence test performance or children from dif-
ferent socioeconomic backgrounds with children from above 
li average cultural circumstances making higher test performances. 
I: Expressed in terms of I.Q. 1 s, children from professional homes 
; show a favorable difference of from 8 to 25 I. Q. points, as 
'against children from homes or unskilled laborers. When the 
:I 
I: problem has been investigated on a correlation basis, coeffi-
,, cients seem to range from+ .03 to + .58. Studies using a 
composite index or scale reveal coefficients between status and 
test performance or from+ .21 to + • 56. 
Eells, Davis et a1,1 are not in agreement with some in-
!' vestigators who feel culture must influence intelligence via 
narrow components. They feel: 
It is entirely possible that the major influence may 
grow out of the broad constellation of cultural differences 
which are known to exist, and that to attempt to analyze 
these into detailed component parts will be artificial and 
will result in destruction of' the very relationship it is 
sought to explain. 
In their study of the effect cultural differences have 
upon intelligence, Eells, Davis, et a1, 2 came up with specific 
information regarding the effect these cultural differences of 
children have upon their answering various types of test items 
1
.!£1i!., p. 13. 
2Ibid., 388 p. 
3D 
,, 
!'usually found in intelligence tests. They found significant 
differences between children of above average and below average 
cultural circumstances in responding to items of verbal symbol-
ism but small differences between these status groups on items 
using non-verbal symbolism. Although the authors do not presume 
to infer from these results that cultural circumstances affect 
intellectual development directly, they do feel items reflecting 
I cultural bias should be eliminated from our present-day tests 
that purport to measure general intelligence (not academic 
i
1 
aptitude) and replaced with items sampling common culture (com-,, 
mon experiences) of youth in all cultural circumstances. The 
study was conducted in Rockford, Illinois, on youths nine and 
i' ten years old and thirteen and fourteen years old. Warner's 
1] 
Index of Status Characteristics was used to measure cultural 
differences of the pupils, and a total of seven commonly used 
intelligence tests were given to the children. In addition to 
discovering differences according to the type. of symbolism in 
which test items were framed, a variance of from 8 to 2a I.Q. 
points was noted between children of below average and above 
average cultural circumstances. 
An excellent review of the many- studies reporting evidence ; 
on the relation between socioeconomic conditions and intelli-
gence is presented by Loevinger.1 A key statement made by 
1J. Loevinger. "Intelligence as Related to Socio-Economic 
Factors," Thirty-Ninth Yearbook of the National Society for the
1 
'1' Study of Education, Part I: Intelligence: Its Nature and Nur-
1 
1 
ture. Public School Publishing Company. Bloomington, Illinois• 
1940, pp. 159-207. 
I[ 
3.1 
1: this investigator refers to the fact that the degree of rela-
and intelligence de-I 1· tionship between socioeconomic conditions 
I' 
I 
' pends upon the measure of socioeconomic environment. 
She reports that the relationship between the father's 
" occupation and the child's intelligence is represented by a 
I' coefficient of + .4. Upon dividing occupations into six cate-
,. 
:: gories, it is noted that the professional group is about one 
I 
!: standard deviation above the mean of the population, while the 
,, 
il !' lowest or day-laborer group is approximately half a standard 
deviation or less below the population mean. 
Loevinger emphasizes that the degree of relationship be-
tween cultural conditions and intelligence test performance 
does not change markedly after the age of three years. This is: 
a surprising statement if we think along the lines that contin-
ual exposure to a particular cultural environment would seeming~ 
ly increase the effect this environment has upon the individual~. 
From birth to about 18 months the relationship between develop-
mental measures and socioeconomic status is zero. Between 18 
months and between three and five years of age comes the in-
,, crease in relationship between status and test intelligence and J 
I' 
seems to accompany the increasingly verbal content of the men- 1 
I tal tests. This evidence no doubt was partly responsible for 
I' 
I! initiating the most recent investigation by Eells and Davis. 
II Loevinger1 ends her review with this remark: 
'I 
'1---=----
1: 
1~.' p. 205. 
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The majority of studies on the influence of socio- ;; 
economic status on intelligence are criticizable for loose I, 
usage of the terms 'intelligence, 1 1 socio-economic status, II 
and 1 influence, 1 and for failure to separate the influence I, 
I .Ji of socio-economic status' from the influences of associate~ 
variables. 11 
The present status of the research leads to the conclusion I! 
the studies have not exacted the precise controls necessar~ I that 
I to allow anyone to infer that socioeconomic status, without 
11 
I question, influences the mental development of a child. To be 
l1 sure evidence is cited stimulating such a hasty implication, 
I but Loevinger 1 s remarks relative to the hazy concepts we have 
of socioeconomic status, intelligence, and influence bears 
repetition and invokes restraint upon any superficial interpre-
1 
1 tation that might be made from the findings of these studies. 
,, 
:; 
,, 
Summary statements by investigators into this problem of 
i: 
" 'I 
i! 
il 
culture and intelligence suggest that care should be observed li 
More and more fre- Ji in interpreting intelligence too loosely. 
q]lently tne question is being asked, "Intelligence for what'/ 11 
Psychologists now are advocating using tests for a specific 
11 
lr 
i! 
II 
purpose rather than inferring a child possesses a certain degre~ 
I' 
of general intelligence from the administration of any one par-r 
I' ,I 
ticular test. Upon this point, as mentioned in Chapter I, 
rests the justification for the selection of the instrument to 
measure scholastic aptitude in the present study. A specific 
instrument was needed to predict school achievement as sampled 
by a standardized achievement battery. An academic aptitude 
test is specifically designed to do that job. No inference is 
I 
;, 
' ;I 
I! t-
i 
1, made that a child 1 a performance on the teat of academic aptitude' 
I' 
i represents his ability in all situations. The teat performance 
represents a sampling of his aptitude to solve problema en-
countered primarily in the school situation. 
With this further clarification of the effect cultural 
differences may have upon tested intelligence, it is possible 
to return with better insight to the research that is imme-
diately concerned with the effect community status has upon a 
child's school achievement and participation, 
Community status and school achievement.-- As early as 
1928 a study was conducted to note if varying home environments 
of foster children resulted in a variance in school achievement 
by children. 1 Freeman et al report positive results. The 
product-moment correlation between school achievement and fos-
ter home rating was + .34. A seven-point scale combining the 
factors of grade retardation or acceleration and performance 
i! within grade was used to index school achievement. A blank 
,, 
I' 
'I with information concerning material environment, evidences of 
' culture, occupations of the foster father and mother, and the 
social activity of the foster parents was the means of measur-
ing the foster children's homes. To express the relationship 
another way, the 163 children from better foster homes had a 
1F. N. Freeman, K. J. Holzinger, B. C. Mitchell, and others. 
"The Influence of Environment on Intelligence, School Achieve-
, ment, and Conduct of Foster Children," Twenty-seventh Yearbook 
;[ of the National Society for the Study of Education, Part I: 
i' Nature and Nurture. Public School Publishing Company. 
': Bloomington, Illinois, 1928, pp. 103-217. 
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mean achievement index of 4.2 on a seven-point scale, while the 
185 children from poorer homes had a mean index of 3.4. 
A parallel study was made by Heilman1 who was interested 
in determing the relative influence upon scholastic achievement 
of mental age, school attendance, and the socioeconomic status 
of the home. The Stanford Achievement Test was used as a meas-
ure of achievement, and an adaptation of the Chapman-Sims Scale 
was utilized as the index for rating socioeconomic status. This 
'blank contained thirteen questions. When product-moment corre-
lations were corrected for attenuation, the coefficients of 
correlation between Stanford educational age and socioeconomic 
status was + .38 and between mental age and socioeconomic statu~ 
+ .40. Heilman2 concluded that 50 per cent of the variation 
' in Stanford educational ages was due to hereditary factors, 13 
•· per cent attributable to school training, not over 1 per cent 
to the socioeconomic status of the home, and 36 per cent of the 
;variation caused by unaccounted hereditary and environmental 
I factors. 
The use of educational age norms based on a national 
sampling is of questionable validity as a graded level of at-
. tainment for the population is this study. The thirteen-item 
questionnaire certainly is a limited technique for indexing 
1J. D. Heilman. "The Relative Influence upon Educational 
·Achievement of some Hereditary and Environmental Factors," 
i Twenty-Seventh Yearbook of the National Society for the Study o~ 
i! Education, Part II: Nature and Nurture. Public School Publish-
i' ing Company. Bloomington, Illinois, 1928, pp. 35-66. 
!i 
: 
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socioeconomic status and leads one to wonder if some of the 
variation attributed to unknown hereditary and environmental 
factors may not have been due to socioeconomic status. A brief 
questionnaire might well be unreliable. No data are cited to 
indicate the reliability of this instrument in the particular 
study. 
As indicated previously, the environmental matrix is so 
· complex that efforts to secure relationships between a single 
status symbol and achievement are usually unsuccessful. This 
situation is illustrated by Nemzek'sl attempt to ascertain the 
value of certain non-intellectual factors tor direct and dif-
ferential prediction of academic success. It was discovered 
that measures of father's education, mother's education, and the 
occupational status of the father, separately considered, had 
negligible value for the prediction of academic success as de-
termined by grade-point averages. 
In terms of acceleration and retardation of gifted children 
in school, a rather interesting study was made by Lewis. 2 His 
population consisted of 4,529 children who placed in the upper 
10 per cent of the distribution on the Kuhlman-Anderson Test of 
Intelligence. These children were in 455 schools located in 310 
1c. L. Nemzek. "The Value of Certain Non-intellectual 
Factors for Direct and Differential Prediction or Academic Suc-
cess," Journal or Social Psychology (1940) 12: 21-30. 
2w. D. Lewis. 11A Comparative Study of the Personalities, 
Interests, and Home Backgrounds of Gifted Children of Superior 
and Inferior Educational Achievement," Pedagogical Seminary and' 
Journal of Genetic Psychology (1940) 59: 207-218. 
• 36 
I 
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I, communities of 36 states. Lewis1 compared children of accel-
i' erated and retarded performance on the Unit Scales of Attainmentj 
'by the occupation or their father, home backgrounds, and paren-
tal attitudes. In all instances significant critical ratios 
were found between the two groups. The higher the occupational 
classification as index by the Terman-Tausig Scale, the more 
accelerates. Significant differences were noted between the 
groups on the home backgrounds as rated by the teachers into 
superior, average, and inferior categories. More accelerated 
students came from superior homes, more retarded students from 
inferior homes. The same was true in the matter of parental 
attitudes assessed by the teachers. 
Of course, the estimation of parental attitudes and home 
background by the teachers and the potential variance between 
the 310 communities are limiting factors that cannot be over-
looked in interpreting the results of this study. 
Although HaYighurst and Taba2 were primarily interested 
in social class position as related to character traits in 
their recent study, they did obtain a measure of relationship 
between social status and achievement. A product-moment corre-
lation of + .32 was found between the average of high school 
. academic grades and an index of social characteristics. 3 Their 
1Lewis. !&.£.. cit. 
2a. J. Havighurst and H. Taba. Adolescent Character and 
Personality. John Wiley and Sons, Inc. New York, 1949, 315 P• 
3 ~-· p. 54. 
i 
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1 I 
by Hollingshead. 1 i work closely parallels the investigation made 
. 
!1 In fact, the,. utilized the d 1 ~ same a o escent population and much 
·• of the same data. 
1 
Recognizing that the grades teachers give are very sub-
il 
·· jective and especially sensitive to the community status of the . 
children receiving them, the validity of any conclusions in-
if ferred from results using grades as a measure of school achieve-
1 
ment must be questioned. 
At the junior high school level, Coleman2 investigated 
the relationship of socioeconomic status with a number of vari-
ables including school achievement. Using the Sims Socio-
Economic Score Card to index socioeconomic status, he divided 
his population of 4,784 students of 43 states into the three 
II 
li 
1 following groups: Group I, high status; Group II, normative; 
and Group III, lower status. By quartile divisions and "t" 
tests he discovered that chronological age was inversely related 
to status, i.e., the younger the child, the higher his status. 
Statistically significant differences between the three groups 
on the Kuhlmann-Anderson Test of Intelligence were noted, again 
with children having higher intelligence quotients in Group I 
and the children having the lower quotients in Group III. On 
the Unit Scales of Attainment significant differences were re-
ported between the three status groups in reading, geography, 
1Hollingshead. ££. £11., 480 p. 
~. A. Coleman. "The Relationship of Socio-Economic Status 
to the Performance of Junior High School Students," Journal of 
Experimental Education (1940) 9: 61-63. 
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history and problem solving. In every case the order of status 
groups in performance from high to low was I, II, and III. 
Similar results occurred for the children's ranking in number 
of hobbies, extracurricular activities, and "personality" as 
.measured by an objective personality inventory. 
Different teachers and varying curricula and methodology 
in these several communities prevent accepting these results 
wholeheartedly. Certainly the use of a single scale of socio-
economic standing in all communities is not without limitations• 
Since the status groups were significantly different on intelli1 
gence, it follows that on a group basis achievement would be 
different. It would have been better to isolate the effect of 
intelligence before reporting any group differences in achieve- . 
ment. 
In a study confined to seeking the relationship between 
socioeconomic status and school achievement measured by achieve-
. ment test performance and average school grade, Shaw1 reports 
" a product-moment coefficient of correlation of + .41 between 
scores on the Sims Socio-Economic Score Card and Stanford 
+;- -
Achievement Test educational quotients for children in grades 
four through eight. The relationship between the average 
school grade and scores on the Sima scale is reported as + .38. 
A similar study conducted at the high school level by Kerr 
1 D. c. Shaw. "The Relation of Socioeconomic Status to 
Educational Achievement in Grades IV to VIII," Journal of 
Educational Research {1943) 37: 197-201. 
- - c j' 
/· and Remmers1 evidences rather startling results. They list a 
i relationship of + .41 between the grade-point average for four 
high school years and socioeconomic status as measured by the 
American Home Scale. When the scores on this scale are re-
lated to the mean high school status determined by standardized 
tests in Latin, civics, history, and mathematics, the product-
moment coefficient of correlation is + .90, rather a phenomenal 
degree of relationship. As will be pointed out in the evalua-
tion of research, results such as these can be accepted only 
after the effect of ability to achieve has been accounted for 
and the question of limited exposure by some students to such 
college preparatory courses as utilized in this study resolved. 
In the area of reading, Jackson2 found that social and 
economic status of the home as measured by the father's occupa-
tion bears little relationship to differences in reading ability, 
He obtained these results working with children having intelli-
gence quotients of 90 or higher in grades two through six in 
the Fordson school system. The Metropolitan Reading Test and 
the New Stanford Reading Tests were used to measure ability in 
reading. Perhaps this result is not unusual since reading 
ability is part of intelligence. However, a single symbol of 
socioeconomic environment, in this case occupation, is not a 
lw. H. Kerr and H. H. Remmers. .:!:Jl~a~n~u~a=:l=-..:f;,:o::;r~~th=e....:!Am~e"r,.::i,::c:.:a::::n 
Home Scale. Science Research Associates. Chicago, 1942. 
2J. Jackson, "A Survey of Psychological, Social, 
vironmental Differences between Advanced and Retarded 
Peda o leal Seminar and JouDnal of Genetic Ps cholo 
ber, 1944 65: 113-131. 
and En-
Readers," 
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Many of the desirable controls found wanting in previous 
studies are present in the research conducted by Gough1 with 
with 127 sixth grade pupils in St. Cloud, Minnesota, Utilizing 
the American Home Scale as a measure of socioeconomic status, 
he compared the scores received by the pupils on this inventory 
with several variables. Before partialling out intelligence 
test scores, Gough2 obtained product-moment coefficients of 
correlation between the American Home Scale and the following 
variables: age in months -.25, int~lligence + ,30, vocabulary 
+ .32, arithmetic achievement+ ,07, reading ability+ .28, 
language ability + .33, health information + .35, and personal-
ity adjustment + ,30. 
After partialling out intelligence quotients, the net re-
lationships between the American Home Scale scores and achieve-
ment scores were as follows: vocabulary+ .17, arithmetic -.16,. 
reading + .11, and language + ,19, Gough3 concluded that only 
a slight positive relationship exists between socioeconomic 
1 status and school achievement. 
Using a different approach with the community as the 
1 H. G. Gough, 11The Relationship of Socio-Economic Status 
1 to Personality and Achievement Test Scores," Journal of Educa- ' 
1 
tional Psychology (1946) 37: 527-540. 
2 ~ill· 
--.J 
i 
individual, Thorndike1 studied what community factors are re-
lated to the intelligence and school achievement of children. 
He had Metropolitan Achievement Test scores and Pintner Intelli• 
gence Test scores on children in 150 communities for which cen-
sus data were available. Using a single community index of 
intelligence and achievement, he ran product-moment correlations 
between these two indices and various community factors obtained 
from the census data. Some interesting contrasts between these' 
community variables and the indices of intelligence and achieve• 
ment were discovered. Communities with a high percentage of 
adult illiterates, meaning four years of school or less, had 
lower I.Q. indices but not significantly lower achievement 
indices. The actual coefficients were - .43 between I.Q. and 
percent of illiteracy and - .07 between achievement and per 
cent of illiteracy. The relationships between the variables 
and the per cent of adults who were high school graduates were 
significant with reported coefficients of + .33 and + .20 for 
' I.Q. and achievement respectively. The community variable of 
number of professional workers per 1000 was also significantly 
related to both intelligence and achievement. The coefficients 
ran in the order of + .28 for I.Q. and + .25 for the achieve-
ment index. An interesting revelation occurred in the matter 
of per cent of homes owner-occupied. The relation between this 
1 R. L. Thorndike. "Community Factors Related to Intelli-
gence and Achievement of School Children," Growing Points in 
~Ed~u~c~a~t~i~o?n~a?l~R~e~s~e~a~r~c~h~·~O~f~f~i~c~i~a~l=rR~e=p~o~r~t. American Educational 
Research Association. Washington, D. c., (1949) pp. 265-271. 
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community factor and the I.Q. of the community was + .37. How-
ever, this factor showed no relationship whatsoever to achieve-
ment. The correlation between per cent of homes tenant-occupied 
and the variables of intelligence and achievement presented 
opposite results. Negative coefficients of - .39 and - .03 
were reported respectively for intelligence and achievement 
respectively. Overcrowding in homes was found to be related 
negatively to both the community's I.Q. index and achievement 
index. The degree of negative relationship listed for each 
factor was - .30 with I.Q. and - .03 with achievement. The 
median home rental value of the community was significantly 
related to both community intelligence level and achievement, 
the coefficients indicated were + .32 and + .18. 
Thorndike also obtained some rather significant multiple 
correlations between these community factors and intelligence 
and achievement. He obtained an R of+ .56 between I.Q. and 
per cent of adults literate, median home rental, per cent of 
homes tenant-occupied, professional workers per 1000, per cent 
of females employed, and per cent of males employed. An R of 
+ .328 was reported between the achievement index and profes-
sional workers per 1000, per cent of homes needing repair, 
per cent of females employed, and male domestic servants per 
1000. 
The conclusion that follows from Thorndike's findings is 
' perhaps surprising. Sociological factors are more closely 
related to the level of intelligence in a community than 
-----=-;+-- -_------~=~= ~~~------------~ -
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achievement. Thorndike expressed some amazement at the results' 
believing that sociological characteristics of the environment 
would have shown up more in the obviously and directly taught 
achievements of the schools than in a measure of intelligence. 
He felt that other community variables, not sampled, by the 
census data, might be more important in affecting community 
achievement. 
Aside from studies directly concerned with community 
status and school achievement, other aspects of school life 
must be explored if a complete picture of the past research on 
status and school achievement and participation is to be de-
picted. The first such area concerns the matter of the school 
curriculum. 
Community status and the curriculum.-- Much of the infor-
mation found in community analysis studies is of an informal 
nature. Usually the authors relate portions of verbatim inter-' 
views with citizens and officials that are interesting and in-
formative but unless the information in these reports is 
further synthesized and summarized, ita use is limited. The 
writer felt obligated to consider as data in evidence of the 
effect community status has upon school participation only 
such information that is factually reported and summarized in 
these studies. 
The implications that have appeared subsequent to research 
and conceptual analysis of comnnmity status and ita effect upon; 
the curriculum indicate that the schools should adjust their 
, methodology and content to avoid encouraging cultural bias. 
i 
' i 
il il 
Such a recommendation is made by Stendlerl who feels curricu-
lum revision is of fundamental importance and more difficult to 
i 
1 
accomplish than the adjustment of biases in grading and group-
lj ing. It is also advocated that schools provide the individual 
II 
'I !, 
'I 
II 
il 
with the opportunity to select that particular course of study 
best suited for him. In other words the opinion is held that 
the schools should reinforce mobility, not block it indirectly 
or directly by assigning a child to a general or commercial 
curriculum when he might benefit from a college preparatory 
course. 
However, available factual data are confined to enrollment 
li statistics in various curricula in the schools. 
li 
Such informa-
I 
II 
,I 
tion is part of Hollingshead's2 interesting study of adoles-
cent behavior in 11Elmtown." He found that 20 of 35 students 
Classes I and II were in the college preparatory curriculum. 
Class III was more evenly divided with 40 students in the col-
lege preparatory courses, 75 pupils taking the general course, 
and 31 enrolled in the commercial program. Only 16 of 183 
pupils in Class IV were participating in the college prepara-
tory classes, while 107 and 60 were listed in the general and 
commercial courses respectively. With two exceptions Class V 
students were almost evenly divided between the commercial and 
1 c. B. Stendler. 
Education Leadership 
"social Class and the Curriculum," 
(Karc~l950) 7: 371-3?5. 
~ollingshead. .2£· cit., 480 p. 
general curricula. 1 
2 Hollingshead commenting on this situation says: "This 
condition undoubtedly is related to the values assigned by 
students and teachers to the college preparatory course in con-
trast to the general and commercial courses.'' 
This curricula alignment is also evidenced in the south. 
The Gardners~ reporting on the school system in "Old City" 
indicate the upper and upper-middle classes dominate the col-
lege course, while the enrollment in the commercial and general 
courses is primarily composed of students in the lower-middle 
and lower classes. In referring to status and education in 
"Old City," the Gardners4 comment: 
The fact is that the educational system of 'Old City' 
is conceived in terms of upper-middle-class values and 
serves their purposes. Though the upper-middle class is 
by no means the greatest part of the community, the school 
board, the school superintendent, most of the teachers, 
the largest group of graduating pupils, and the greatest 
number of graduates who attend college are upper-middle-
class people. 
In "Yankee City" Warner5 discovered that all of the 
u~upper class went to private school and the lower-upper-
class children took the scientific or Latin course in high 
1 ~-· p. 462. 
2 
.!£J&·' p. 169. 
3B. B. Gardner, M. R. Gardner, and M. B. Loeb. "Social 
Status and Education in a Southern Community," School Review 
(March, 1942) 50: 179-191. 
4Ibid., p. 191. 
Sw. L. Warner, et al. £e• cit., p. 61. 
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In the upper-middle class 80 per cent of the students 
enrolled in college preparatory courses, while 45 per cent, 28 
per cent, and 26 per cent respectively in the lower-middle, 
upper-lower, and lower-lower classes took college preparatory 
work. 
Junker and Loeb1 report that in "Hometown," a midwestern 
community, the high school curriculum is built around college 
entrance which benefits some 20 per cent of the students who 
are predominantly of upper-middle and lower-middle status. 
Thus curricula alignment according to the status systems 
is universal in the several communities that have come under 
such sociological analysis. The fundamental concepts around 
which educators should adjust their programs to alleviate the 
present contradictions between the status system and educa-
tional practice have been outlined by Warner, Havighurst, and 
2 Loeb. They suggest that the schools accept the present 
"class" structure and help children adapt to it, feeling that 
the school's function in society is training individuals to 
function in th.at society, not to take the lead in social change 
Accordingly, they outline a program to remove the causes of 
frustration created by the present status system. Such a 
1, program entails increasing guidance services in order that 
II 
II 
I, 
II 
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l 
everyone may feel he has an equal chance to rise as high as 
1 B. H. Junker and M. B. 
in a Midwestern Community," 
50: 686-695. 
2w. L. Warner, et al. 
Loeb. "School and Social Structur~ 
School Review (December, 1942) I 
~· £1i·· 190 p. 
I 
~tis abilities permit, encourage the development of avocational 
interests and skills, and encourage everyone to recognize and 
i' believe in the dignity, necessity, and social usefulness of 
labor. 
Mc.Murray1 criticizes this "theory of accommodation." He 
feels it does not necessarily follow that "for any particular 
society a given status system must be accepted and made even 
more workable on its own terms. 112 Mc.Murray3 declares that 
such a theory and program advocated by Warner, et al "calls 
for a dangerous departure from the better traditions of our 
democratic heritage." He proposes that we "affirm that the 
aim of education is essentially the same at any or all levels 
of the educational system; namely, an increased ability to use 
and enjoy and expand the resources of our culture for improve-
4 
ment in the quality of living." 
Davis5 would not agree with McMurray. He says: 
All our findings point to the same conclusion: The 
greatest need of education is for intensive research to 
discover the best curricula for developing children's 
basic mental activities •••• The present curricula are 
stereotyped and arbitrary selections from a narrow area 
of middle-class culture. 
1F. McMurray. 11Who Shall be Educated for What?" Progres-
sive Education (February, 1950) pp. 111-116. 
2 1!214·, p. 112. 
3 Ibid., p. 121. 
4 ~., p. 116. 
5navis. Social Class Influences upon Learning, £E• £!!·• 
p. 97. 
And »O the controversy rages. Even in the face of status 
bias in schools and the curricula, unity of action in light of 
' this bias is not yet visible. 
Community status and educational attainment.-- Our system 
' 
of public education would seemingly guarantee equal opportunity1 
for each and every child to receive as much education as he 
desires or can attain. Yet the Mid-Century White House Con-
ference on Youth1 reports that only 1 child in 25 has left 
school to become employed at ages 14 and 15, but 30 per cent of 
youth leave school for work when they are 16 or 17. Only 25 
per cent of youth at ages 18 and 19 are left in school while 
half have left school to become employed and the other quarter 
are young housewives, youth seeking employment, and youth 
needing employment. 
It appears that the public school system becomes increas-
' ingly selective as a child proceeds through the grades, or the 
child elects to leave school for one reason or another which 
, is, in effect, selectivity in operation. Moat often cited 
causes for school drop-outs reported by administrators are lack 
of ability, no interest, or employment. Recent investigations 
into community status and education indicate that the above 
listed reasons for leaving school are not always the real 
causes of school drop-outs but in many instances the conse-
Mid-
=:--:-=-:--tr--o-====---==o=-_____:__:____=.--======------: 
,, 
' 
!I 
' particularly those from unfavorable socioeconomic circumstances~ 
To support this contention an analysis of school drop-outs re-
veals a direct relationship to community status. 
In a community of 7,000 southwest of Chicago, Smith1 dis-' 
covered in 1942-194o that no drop-outs from high school were 
reported for students who were classified at levels 11A11 and 11B11 1 
on a socioeconomic status scale. Fifteen per cent of the stu-
dents at level "c" left school, and 60 per cent of the students 
at level 11D11 dropped out of school. 
The problem of school attainment or more accurately lack 
of school attainment is dramatically stated by Be112 in his 
study of education in the State of Maryland. The selectivity 
of school attendance along socioeconomic lines is graphically 
illustrated. Only four out of every twenty youths whose 
fathers were professional-technical workers left school before 
high school graduation in Maryland. In contrast, 18 out of 
every 20 young people whose fathers were unskilled laborers left 
school before graduation. Reasons cited by youth for leaving 
school were as follows: lack of family funds, 34.1 per cent of 
the youth leaving school; desire to earn own money, 15.7 per 
cent; needed to work at home, 4.2 per cent; lack of interest, 
20.6 per cent; disciplinary trouble, 2.2 per cent; subjects too 
1
c. B. Smith. "A Study of Pupils Dropping OUt of a Mid-
western High School," School Review (March, 1944) 52: 151-156. 
~. M. Bell. Youth 
c~c~ Education, Washi~to~! 
Tell Their Story. American Council on 
D.C., 1938, PP• 32-66. 
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difficult, 1.8 per cent; feeling of completion upon graduation, 1, 
13.2 per cent; poor health, 3.2 per cent; to marry, 3.0 per 
cent; and other reasons, 2.0 per cent. These percentages were 
baaed on a total of 10,858 youth, To state the case in another: 
way, for every 25 youth who left school, ten did so because of 
economic needs, six because of lack of interest, four to earn 
their own money, three because they considered their education 
completed upon graduation, and two because of other reasons, 
including health and marriage. 
The seriousness of the situation is pointed up by Belll 
who remarks that in Maryland there is a constant inverse ratio 
between the birthrate for any given group and its economic 
status. Those families with richest cultural resources fail to, 
replace themselves, and those families with the lowest income 
have the highest number of children per family. He indicates 
that the present secondary school in Maryland is highly selec-
tive and adapted to the needs of a small minority of the popu-
lation. There is a necessity of equalizing educational oppor-
tunities if public education is to be considered truly public 
1 and not deceptively public by definition but not by practice. 
Another state-wide study reveals somewhat the same picture;, 
regarding school drop-outs and economic status. Downey2 in 
reporting the results of the Massachusetts Youth Study indicat~ 
1 
Bell. ~· ill• 
2w. F. Downey. Massachusetts Youth Study. Wright and 
Potter Company. Boston, 1941, pp. 49-93. 
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that one-third of the youth or 700 pupils left high school 
prior to graduation in the twelve schools used as a sample of 
the state's school population. Reasons given by these 700 
youth were as follows: failure in school work, 36.7 per cent; 
to take a job, 18.5 per cent; did not like school, 15.7 per 
cent; disciplinary difficulties, 7.0 per cent; needed at home, 
6.9 per cent; personal health, 6,3 per cent; could not afford 
to stay, 1.5 per cent; other reasons, 1.8 per cent; and no 
reasons known, 5,6 per cent. 
Again, the significant factor to note is the relatively 
high proportion of youth who leave school. Although the data 
were not treated to reveal school drop-outs along socioeconomic, 
lines, a large proportion of the reasons fall within the area 
of economic causation and suggest some status implication. 
Hollingshead1 presents some interesting figures on school 
drop-outs and failure by social class. He found that all 
adolescent youth in Classes I and II remained in school. Nine 
out of every ten adolescents in Class III remained in school. 
However, in Classes IV and V the percentage of drop-outs in-
creased with only six out of ten youngsters in Class IV remain-
ing in school and only one youngster in nine at the Class V 
level continuing on in high school. Studying the matter of 
withdrawals from school in greater detail, Hollingshead2 noted' 
the following per cents of withdrawees in Classes IV and V who 
1Hollingshead. ££. £11., p, 330. 
2Ibid., p, 332 • 
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completed a given grade before dropping out of school: 
Grade Completed IV v 
Fifth 100.0 100.0 
Sixth 99.2 97.6 
Seventh 96.1 78.9 
Eighth 92.2 57.4 
Ninth 45.7 23.0 
Tenth 31.0 14.7 
Eleventh 12.4 6.4 
Eleventh plus 3.9 0.0 
The points of greatest withdrawal are easily discernable. 
The greatest number of youth in Class IV left school after com-
pleting the eighth grade. Youngsters in Class V dropped out of· 
school in largest proportions between the sixth and seventh 
grades and the eighth and ninth grades. 
Speaking of school failure, Hollingshead1 cites these 
data. Only one student of 35 in Classes I and II was failed. 
Four students of 146 in Class III were failed. However, in 
Class IV 18 out of 183 or 10 per cent failed, while in Class V 
6 children out of 26 or 23 per cent failed. Furthermore, in 
discussing grading and grading practices, Hollingshead2 re-
veals that no students in Classes I and II received a mean 
grade below 70 with the majority being ranked between 85-100. 
Youngsters in Class III experience immunity from failing 
grades with the exception of one per cent who received a mean 
grade below 70. Sixty-three per cent of Class III pupils were 
1 
.IE.!!!·· p. 173. 
2 ~-· p. 172. 
' -------c··--~~· 
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!j ranked between 70-84 and the remainder received marks in the 
85-100 bracket. In Class IV 12 per cent failed, 69 per cent 
received mean grades between 70-84 and only 18 per cent were 
ranked in the highest bracket. 
Hollingshead1 studied a distribution of intelligence test 
scores by classes and concluded that only 11 per cent of the 
youth in Class V had intelligence quotients below 90, and yet 
89 per cent of those who completed a semester or more of high 
school failed at least one course. 
Prospective college attendance is another facet of educa-
tional attainment. Warner, Eavighurst, and Loeb2 report in a 
study of college expectations and social position in "Hometown"' 
that 100 per cent of the students in the lower-upper class 
planned to attend college, while no one in the lower-lower 
class entertained notions about college attendance. Succes-
sively, 80 per cent, 22 per cent, and 9 per cent in the upper-
middle, lower-middle, and upper-lower classes planned on collE~1' 
A study of actual college attendance by high school gradu-, 
ates in "Old City" is also reported by Warner, Havighurst and 
Loeb, In "Old City" 72 per cent of the upper-class students, 
69 per cent of the upper-middle class youth, 58 per cent of the 
middle-class youngsters, 16 per cent of the lower-middle class i
1 
3' pupils, and none of the lower-class students attended college. 
1 ~·· p. 174. 
2warner, et al. .Q.E.. ill·, p. 66. 
:::4 
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Although the present research is too limited to afford 
conclusive evidence, the implications are that educational at-
tainment strongly reflects community status. Certainly it 
would seem logical to infer that some of the trouble is the re-
i sult of the present conflict in values between the culture of 
the school and the culture of children of less favorable cul-
tural circumstances. As Davisl observes: 
In education, the ineffectiveness of middle-class 
sanctions upon the great masses of lower-class children 1 
probably is the crucial dilemma of our thoroughly middle- I; 
class teachers and school systems. The process underlying'! 
this failure is not yet clear but it seems probable from 
life histories that lower-class children remain 'unsocial-: 
ized 1 and 'unmotivated' {from the viewpoint of middle- ' 
class culture) because {1) they are humiliated and pun-
ished too severely in the school for having the lower-class 
culture which their own mothers, fathers, and siblings 
approve, and {2) because the most powerful reinforcements 
in learning, namely, those of emotional and social reward, 
are systematically denied to the lower-class child by the 
systems of privilege existing in the school and in the 
larger society. 
The remarks by Davis must be evaluated as interpretive 
judgment on the basis of case study obaervations and point up 
the need for further investigation into this so-called culture 
conflict before valid conclusions can be made with respect to 
the matter. 
Just as it is possible to surmise that school achievement 
is affected by the curriculum, so it can be suggested that the 
level of school attainment a youngster anticipates affects his ' 
school achievement. Another dimension of school life that is 
1Davis. American Sociological Review, .££• ill·, P• 352. 
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!I reported to be affected by community status is a youngster• s 
~ I 
il 
II 
!I 
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'I 
II 
,I 
II 
I 
I 
socialization in school with his peers. 
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II 
that the community status of' a youngster is reflected in the i! 
I 
!! reputation and acceptability of' him among the peer group in I 
,, 
school and in the participation in extra-curricular activities.,! 
1: 
L If' socialization is delineated by status, then it must be 1 ! 
assumed children are aware of' these differences. 
I 
Evidence to i' I i 
I study of' chil-l 11 support this assumption is found in Stendler' sl 
'' dren in "Brasstown." To summarize her findings it can be said 
! 
.i 
! 
li 
,I 
that growth in the awareness of' status is part of' the whole 
developmental process. This awareness of' differences begins 
find outward expression in clique formations as early as the 
fourth grade and continues its development through and beyond 
the eighth grade when the youngster accepts the adult stereo-
I, 
tQ 
i' 
' li 
I 
types of' status behavior. This acceptance is observable in th~: !' 
selection by the child of' friends within his own status group il 
and rejection of youngsters in other groups. 11 ,, 
Working with 14 girls and 13 boys in the fifth grade, 
found positive high relationships of' +.56, +.76, and 
I ,, 
,, 
' 1: 
ii 
il +.74 at tnree successive intervals between acceptability and 
,, 
q reputation as measured by sociometric scores and "Guess Who" ,, 
II 
,, 
II 
'i 
il 
,. ,, 
'i ]I 
scores. 
1stendler. .21?.· ill·' 103 p. 
2A. M. Staker. "Changes in Social Status of' Elementary 
School Pupils,• Educational Research Bulletin (September, 
1948) 27: 157-159. 
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In "Crestview" Cook1 using sociogram data on teen-age 
children discovered that youngsters of the most favorable sta-
tus positions are overchosen by their peers and those of lower 
station are underchosen. He noted that the trend in making 
friends is upward. 
A study by Woodbury2 showed a relationship of + .195 be-
tween frequency of sociometric choices and Indices of Status 
Characteristics for 112 fifth-grade children in a New England 
community. The sociometric choice situation involved children 
choosing three other youngsters with whom they would like to 
work in groups in a classroom situation. Whether another 
choice situation would have revealed a different picture is, of 
course, conjecture. However, the relationship has statistical 
significance and suggests some slight degree of status aware-
ness on the part of these youngsters. 
The matter of economic discrimination in school activities 
was explored by Shannon and Kittle3 at the Indiana University 
Laboratory school. Using monthly rentals as a measure of 
economic status, they found in all but four activities of a 
total of 21 the mean monthly rental of students in these acti-
1 L. A. Cook. "An Experimental Sociographic Study of a 
;: Stratified Tenth Grade Class, 11 American Sociological Review 
(April, 1945) 10: 250-261. 
2c. A. Woodbury. "The Frequency of Sociometric Choices 
and Community Status of Fifth-Grade Children," Unpublished 
Study. Boston University, Boston, 1952, 24 p. 
3J, R. Shannon and M. A. Kittle. "Economic Discrimination 
in School Activities," Clearing House (October, 1947) 22: 71-72:> 
vities was significantly and considerably above the mean for 
the entire student body, which was $19.55. Those activities 
in which the students' mean monthly rental was higher included 
, Interscholastic Tennis, $28.12; Drum Majorettes, $25.83; Staff 
!j 
I' 
I 
I 
h 
ll 
li 
of Annual, $24.34; and Book Club, $23.93. Activities in which 
the mean monthly rental was either approximately the same or 
lower included Interscholastic football, $18.82; Class offi-
cers, $19.40; Intramural athletics, $19,95; and Junior Girls 
Athletic Association, $19,76. The significance of these re-
sults is questionable. The average monthly rental is a func-
tion of the number of students and the actual unit values. A 
group or activity having few students and one extremely high 
or low rental value would deceptively raise or lower the mean 
value. The authors report no data that nullify the possibilityil 
that this situation did not occur. 
In reference to participation and non-participation in 23 
extra-curricular activities in high school, Hollingshead1 
lists these statistics from which obvious conclusions can be 
drawn, Adolescents in Classes I and II participated 100 per 
cent in extra-curricular activities. For students in Class II~~ 
the ratio was 75 to 25, while youngsters in Class IV partici-
I 
pated on a 57-43 per cent basis. Nearly three-quarters of the 1 
youth in Class V did not participate in school activities, a 
11 27-73 ratio being listed. Hidden among these percentage I 
i 
,I 
i j, 
I' 
I 
1 Hollingshead. ££· cit., p. 201. 
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figures of Classes IV and V is the fact that many of the young-
sters were not even in school to participate. 
Naturally, this research is more indicative than conclu-
sive, but it does suggest that socialization in school is af-
fected by community status. Such a tentative hypothesis is in '· 
line with the previous research. 
Import of the Research 
In this section an evaluation is made of the present sta-
tus of the research concerned with the affect community status 
has upon the school achievement and participation of children. 
Following this evaluation, implications of this research for 
the present study are listed. 
Evaluation of related studies.-- Certain evaluative con-
elusions seem to be in order from an analysis of the research. 
It would appear that educators and sociologists have been at-
tentive to the problem of community status and its effect upon 
the school achievement and participation of children but a 
short time if the paucity of research is any guage. These ef-
forts are divided according to professional interests. The 
sociologist works with the whole community as the field and 
school life is but part of his total concern. In most in-
stances such sociological research is over-generalized. Educa-1 
tional implications arising from the research are vague and 
indicate the need for further study and analysis of the educa-
tional system in light of existing status systems in communi-
ties. The educators who have engaged in this research are few,, 
-:::::-:-_----:::_----:-~:-- :_----:-:---::_-:---_--::-:- ::-:--::-=--=t----=-=---===------== 
and although their efforts have been worth while, much more 
specific information is needed. Information is required that 
is secured from investigations exacting in statistical design 
and experimental controls. 
Only one such study concerned with the effect of community 
status upon school achievement, the research conducted by 
Gough,l approaches the requisite controls. He partialled out 
the factor of academic aptitude when ascertaining the relation-
ship between socioeconomic status and school achievement. All 
other investigations that might have followed this procedure 
failed to do so. Therefore, conclusions drawn from these 
studies must be interpreted with this limitation in mind. 
Aside from the failure to control academic aptitude, many 
'' of these studies used school grades and educational ages from 
standardized achievement tests as measure of school achievement\ 
The use of these criteria detract further from the results of 
these investigations. School grades are subjective and es-
pecially susceptible to the vagaries of status position if the 
data submitted by various investigators is accepted. The use 
of educational ages is fraught with possible dangers. Norms 
for establishing these ages are based upon the performance of 
a national sampling which may be quite different from the local 
sampling population. 
The socioeconomic matrix which determines status is com-
1 Gough. ££• cit., pp. 527-540. 
_ _j~ --~ 
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plex, and those studies which utilized only one such factor 
indexing status, such as occupation alone or family income, 
are therefore susceptible to error. 
,j b.:.t_ 
-1r--
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In every study reported some type of an objective pencil 
and paper scale was used to index community status. Complete 
dependence upon such a scale is not entirely satisfactory when 
it is recognized that such scales evaluate primarily the ma-
terial possessions in the home and not some of the other sig-
nificant symbols of community status. 
If these limitations are imposed, then the findings of 
only one study may be accepted as approaching satisfactory 
evidence supporting or rejecting this study's thesis. 
study reveals very slight, if any, relationship between com-
munity status and school achievement after the factor of aca-
demic aptitude has been partialled out. 
Thorndike 1 s 2 research, using a different approach with 
' 
,I 
I' 
I; 
]I 
I' 
I ,, 
,, 
I' :' 
' 
the community as the individual, substantiates Gough's findings!~ 
No significant relationships between community factors and 
community achievement were noted. Contrasting data between 
,: 
I 
in-:! 
i: 
telligence and achievement performance indicate that the formelji 
and not the latter is most closely related to the sociological 
make-up of the community. I 
It is dif'fi- J! 
cult to draw meaningfUl implications from such a narrow II 
1 II 
Gough. ~· ill• '1 
I! 
,I 
~~~ 
The findings from past research are meager. 
2Thorndike. .2£. cit., PP• 265-271. 
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sampling. Nevertheless, it is better to accept only those con-
clusions based upon results secured through appropriate re-
search methods as evidence for or against the thesis this study 
investigates. 
The inclusion in the review of research of studies con-
cerned with community status and the curriculum, educational 
attainment, and socialization was prompted in the belief that a! 
child's school achievement in relation to his status might be 
affected by the curriculum he follows, the level and quality 
of his educational attainment, and the nature of his socializa-
:: tion with teachers and his peer group. 
These latter studies, for the most part, are pioneering 
attempts which have emphasized either the incompatibility of 
the school's culture with the child of below average status or 
the reinforcement the school's culture gives to the child of 
average or above average status. 
However, all the evidence is not in. Such data that are 
available are too fragmentary to allow forthright conclusions 
that community status positively affects school Pt:~-rticipation. ,1 
I' 
II 'i i! Also, whether school participation actually affects school 
:! 
achievement is still a matter for conjecture and not fact. It !i 
is far better to make conservative inferences from the finding,! 
,, 
of this research. Certainly enough data are presented to sug- !! 
,, 
gest that educators better study the evidence, conduct further 
i 
1; investigations, and adjust tne school's practices and philos-
___ l oph~ in light of the results they secure. 
----, 
I 
I 
I 
' 
Implications of the research for the present study.-- On 
the basis of one study that controlled the factor of academic 
aptitude in seeking a cause and effect relationship between 
status and achievement, it could be stated that the community 
status of children is not significantly related to their dif-
ferential achievement. However, the results of one study can-
not be construed as sufficient evidence to warrant such a 
sweeping conclusion. 
The research does reveal that school participation is af-
fected by a child's community status. Of course, whether schoo~ 
participation affects the school achievement of the child is 
not directly revealed by this previous research. 
The fact that the present study approaches the problem in 
,, 
a manner different from previous investigations makes any prog-, 
' 
nosis that much more limited. Scholastic aptitude is controlle~ 
by a procedure not utilized in any of the previous studies. 
The community status of the children is indexed by a technique 
somewhat different from the published socioeconomic scales used. 
in previous investigations. 
Stendler•s1 study of social awareness in children sug-
gests that if community status affects school achievement, in-
creasing awareness of such differences will increasingly affecti 
' 
achievement from grades four to eight. Should the study revea~ 
' 
as one investigation did, that status does not affect school 
achievement, then recognition of status standing by children 
1stendler. ~· £11·• 103 p. 
influence upon achievement. 
The most important implication from the previous research 
lies in the scarcity of well-controlled studies investigating 
the problem. More precise research is needed before any con-
elusive answer can be given, before educators can say with 
justification that community status does or does not have some 
bearing upon the differential achievement of school children. 
-:_-_·:::::t:=-----
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CHAPTER III 
THE FIELD COMMUNITY 
To accomplish the purposes of this study it was necessary 
to select a locale in which to conduct the research. This 
i chapter serves two purposes, to indicate how the field conununity 
was selected and to describe the community particularly within 
:t--
a socioeconomic frame of reference. 
Selecting the Field Community 
As is the case with other studies that have used a com-
munity for sociological analysis or any research problem using 
socioeconomic or other cultural data, this study justifies the 
selection of the community on the basis of criteria emphasizing 
economic independence and social stability. 
The criteria.-- The following criteria were established to 
guide the writer in choosing an appropriate locale for the in-
vestigation: (1) the community preferably should be one with 
which the writer is familiar, thus expediting the matter of 
securing permission and gathering data, (2) the community's 
governmental and school officials must give their consent to 
the project, (3) the community ideally should have a population 
of not less than 10,000 people or more than 25,000 people 
assuring the presence of modern community life but not extend-
ing beyond the possibility of securing detailed information, 
35 
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I tion of social organization, free from rapid change, primarily 
ij "old American" but with the presence of new and old ethnic I 
I groups, (5} the community should be self-autonomous, independ- , 
:I i ent of a metropolitan area, with diversified industry, business,!! 
I. 'I i professions, and farming present, and (6) the community should ' II ' 
!! be accessible to Boston in order to conduct the research with :I 
i! continuity. !I 
11 .Meeting the criteria.-- On the basis of these criteria I 
! Keene, New Hampshire, was selected as the field community for I, 
I this study. 
1
: 
'I
I I 
1 
Keene is within a hundred miles of Boston, .Massachusetts, 'I 
i assuring accessibility and continuity of research. The com- '' 
j
1
'
1
i muni ty and its people are well known to the writer, affording a 
,
1 
more efficient and intelligent approach to the research. Per-
il 
11 mission and cooperation for this research project were secured 
I 
I from the school board, superintendent of schools, guidance 
I director, school administrators, officials of the parochial :j 
:I school, city manager, tax assessor, and recreation director, !I 
1
'1, I' •I all the officials who controlled access to the institutions and 1 [ 
I' records needed to gather the data for the study. 11 
1 With a population in 1950 of 15,6:311 Keene falls roughlyil 
I ~~ 
midway between the estimated population figures of 10,000 and I 
I' 11950 Census Population-Preliminary 
I
' ment of Commerce, Bureau of the Census. 
August 28, 1950, p. 2. 
); 
~==r 
'I 
Counts. u.s. Depart-
Washington, D.c., 
I' 
' I 
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25,000 listed in the criteria. Its early New England history 
and gradual growth stamp Keene as primarily 11 old American" and 
give it social tradition, New and old ethnic groups are present 
as required in the criteria, but the ratio of ethnic groups to 
total population indicates no overpowering impact by any one 
faction. The latest available data on foreign-born population 
characteristics as of 1942 for Keene are presented in Table 1. 
Table 1. Foreign-Born Population in Keene 
as of 1942a 
Country 
Canada, French 
Canada, other 
Italy 
Greece 
Irish Free State 
Germany 
Others 
Total 
Number 
346 
272 
107 
96 
88 
77 
339 
1,325 
aR. G. Wells and J. s. Perkins. New Eng-
land Community Statistical Abstracts. 
Boston University College of Business 
Administration, Bureau of Research. 
Boston, 1942, 388 p. 
Entirely free from any metropolitan area, Keene is the 
trading center for surrounding villages and towns. As such it 
enjoys economic independence with diversified industry, busi-
ness, the professions, and farming participating in its econom~ 
life. 
The diversity of economic life is best shown by a listing : 
of the employed workers by major occupations in Table 2 based 
on data in the Sixteenth Census of the United States. 1 Popula-i' 
tion data in this detail for 1950 were not available at the 
1 time of writing. 
Table 2. Employed Workers by Major Occupation in Keene, 
New Hampshire, 1940 
Classification Male Female Total 
Professional workers 174 194 368 
Semi-professional 56 7 63 
Farmers and Farm Managers 40 - 40 
Proprietors, Managers, Officials 466 59 525 
Clerical, Sales, Kindred Workers 526 472 998 
Craftsmen, Foremen, Kindred Wk 712 23 735 
Operatives and Kindred Workers 1,159 414 1,573 
Domestic Service Workers 10 235 245 
Service Workers, not Domestic 183 151 334 
Farm Laborers (wage workers) 45 - 45 
Farm Laborers (unpaid family) 2 - 2 
Laborers, except farm 332 10 342 
Occupation not reported 53 26 79 
Total 3,758 1,591 5,349 
The employment status and class of workers are still other, 
ways of describing the population with reference to the diver-
sity of economic life. Table o lists persons 14 years old and 
over by employment status and class of worker. Again the 
information was secured from the Sixteenth Census of the United', 
States. 2 
1sixteenth Census of the United States: 1940, Population, 
Vol. II, Characteristics of the Population, Part IV. United 
States Department of Commerce, Bureau of Census. Washington, 
D. C., p. 806. 
'I 
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Table 3. I' Persons 14 Years Old and Over by Employment Status ,, 
and Class of Worker, Keene, 1940 
,, 
In Labor Force 
I 
Not in Labor Force ,, ,, ;I 
Class o:f Workers Male Female Classification Male ~I Female I, 
I' ,, 
,, 
' Wage and Salary Wk 3,138 1,455 Housework 27 2,9691 
Employers and Own In School 430 
Account Workers 581 103 
491[ 
Unpaid Family Wk's 2 12 Unable to Work 355 2941 
Class Workers not In Institutions l 151 Reported 37 21 
On Public-Emergency 103 14 Others and not 
Seeking Work 327 62 Reported 226 226, 
Total Employed i 
by Sex 3,758 1,591 Total by Sex 1,039 3,9951 
Total all Classes 5,855 Total 5,034 
In every sense and on every point Keene meets the criteria 
established for the selection of the field community in which 
to conduct this study. 
Description of Keene 
.tiistory and geographic location.-- Geographically situated[ 
in the 11heart 11 of New England, Keene is built on a broad plain ' 
I 
i[ and surrounded by hills on all sides with Mount Monadnock, fir-': 
ii ;: 
!! li 
teen miles away, dominating the landscape. i' 
,, 
This community is rich in historical background, its early'! 
pages reverberating with the trials and tribulations of the 
first settlers' attempts to push civilization farther and far-
ther to the north and west. An important settlement on a post ,, 
road from Boston in bygone days, it remains equally important 
-- :od:- ---- ::__ ___::__-:-==._--::_--:-_::--:::. _--,--_~- ·==---===--=-----==:--~ - -_--_------=::... - ._. =-==-
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today as the county seat and trading center for Cheshire County, 
:I 
Actually, Keene was settled twice. The first settlers 
moved into the valley in 1734 only to abandon the village in 
1749 when the Indians in the French-Indian War burned and 
sacked the settlement. According to the records, the resettle-
ment occurred sometime in 1750, and the hamlet received its 
charter in 175~. Being isolated from the state capital, Keene 
became, figuratively speaking, a miniature republic until its 
first representative was elected in 1768 and sent to the state 
capital. 
In 1794 the state census as reported by Griffin1 recorded 
Keene's population in the following manner: males above 16-316, 
males under 16-~18, females-671, other free persons-5, slaves-~ 
or a total of 1,~12 people. A steady but not phenomenal growth 
in population has taken place since that time. Manning's 
Directory of Keene 2 reports the population in 1860 as 4,317, 
in 1880 as 6,786, in 1900 as 9,165, in 1910 as 10,065, in 1920 
as 11,210, in 1930 as 13,774, and in 1940 as 13,832. As al-
i ready indicated, the 1950 population is 15,631. 
Of interest is the fact that the first school in Keene 
was established in 1764 with six pounds sterling allotted for 
its support. The first teacher was Peter John Ware, and it is 
1s. G. Griffin. A ~istory of the Town of Keene. Sentinel 
Printing Company. Keene, New Hampshire, 1904, p. 291. 
~anning's Keene Directory. H. A. Manning Company. 1951, 
p. 13. 
70 
II 
II 
said that 11he left a lasting impression of :~~-e~-:t-;--:·:-t:~- 1 
1 !,1 memories, if not the backs, of his pupils." The curriculum 
il 
il, 
consisted entirely of the three "R's" and the reading books 
were the Testament, New England Primer, Psalter, Dilworth's 
Spelling Book in 1770 and Kneeland's Spellinp: Book in 1800. 2 11 
Af'ter the adoption of the city charter in 1874, Keene con- !I 
il 
t inued its gradual growth with agriculture giving way to indus-!, 
:I 
, trial development during these latter years. It appears that i 
il the citizens are quite content with the "status quo," although I 
·,'.II I' a few boosters are continually working toward making the com-
:1 
II 
il 
I' jl 
II 
il 
II 
i 
I 
I 
munity a more progressive center of industry. In the past such 
efforts have failed. Keene might well be described as "the 
community large enough to be convenient yet small enough to be 
' 
friendly," a slogan adopted by the Keene Business Bureau for 
publicizing the community. 
Physical description and statistics.-- Keene covers an 
area of 37 square miles patterned by 110 miles of streets and 
roads, 75 miles of which are hard-surfaced and 50 miles of 
which are shaded by elms. As many as 225 acres are devoted to 
public parks for the youngsters. Foremost from the point of 
view of location, if not area, is the elm-girded Common in the 
center of Central Square around which all traffic must circle. 
Dominating the city's scheme is a large 11Y11 with the 
Common located in the "v" of this 11Y. 11 Around this common and 
1Griffin. 2£• £11·• p. 295. 
2r.oc. cit. 
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'II down Main Street is located the mercantile center of the city. 
il With the passage of time business zones have spread along the ! ~I 
II i: side streets leading off Main Street and Central Square. Keene!l 
has often been referred to as an "overgrown village" princi- · 
pally because its subsequent development adhered so strictly toi: 
!! 
the original lines of settlement. 
Located along the 110 miles of streets and roads are some 
3,100 dwellings. Twelve churches serve the religious needs of 
Keenites, and a 124-bed community hospital attend to those in 
need of medical care. A 5000-watt radio station, a daily and 
weekly newspaper keep the inhabitants well informed and enter-
tained. The literary interests of the people are served by a 
public library of upwards of 40,000 volumes. 
In 1950 Keene had an appraised valuation of slightly in 
1 excess of $24 1 000,000. The people paid to the city tax col-
lector in various types of taxes and charges over $1,250;000, 
of which 49 per cent was spent to run the city government, 45 
per cent for education, and 6 per cent for county expenses. 2 
City government.-- Keene operates with a Council-Manager 
form of government. The Council is responsible to the citizent 
and the City Manager and other administrative officers carry 
out the policies established by the Council. 
,, 
It is significan~ 
I 
to point out that neither the Council nor the City Manager hav~ 
' 
any authority over the administration of the school system. 
Sentinel Printing Company. Keene, 
' ~~c._ I] - ===-="c"~~~--="=c c~c-·. ~ -~ 
1: 
i[ Members of the Board of Education are elected by the voters at 
1'1
1 
'I the Annual Union School District meeting at which time the 
ij budget for the school year is appropriated. 
II II Economic life of Keene.-- As the trading center for some 
75,000 people living within a radius of 40 miles, Keene main-
' i; 
li 
I 
:! II tains 300 retail stores comprising some two and one-half miles li 
I' 
many!! II of store frontage. A dozen wholesale concerns also supply 
,j of these retailers, while some 200 professional offices are I; 
I) scattered about the city mainly on the second and third floors ~~ 
I! !; 
[I over the retail stores. !1 
II 
.I 
II 
If one happens to be downtown just prior to 9:00a.m., he 
1
1 will observe many office girls walking down West Street toward 
!I the city's newest building, the home offices of three insurance 
:I 
11 companies operating on a nation-wide basis with assets of 
!I I! nearly $10,000,000. 
I! three national banks and two savings banks in the community. 
Financial transactions are cared for by 
Actually, Keene must be classified as an industrial com-
munity, yet its diversification of industry fortunately pre-
~~ 
li eludes dependence or economic life on one or two industrial 
1: 
'I 
II 
:r 
!I 
enterprises. Forty-eight modern factories produce 38 lines of 
merchandise, these products being valued at $20,000,000 annu-
ally with over $6,000,000 paid in wages to about 2,300 
Keenites. Principal products manufactured by these enterprises: 
include chairs, shoes, woolen goods, mica products, toys, 
drilling machinery, manicuring implements, fabrics, wooden 
ware, lumber, porch furniture, shirts, screws, precision bear-
----- ---=--r--
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ings, nuts, bolts, wooden heels, and plastic products. As al- [[ 
ready observed in Table 2, this diversification of economic 
life is reflected in the various occupational groups in which 
Keenites are employed. 
The community appears to have an interacting balance be-
tween industrial, mercantile, and professional enterprises. 
Agricultural pursuits are followed by some Keenites, but few, 
, if any, produce for markets. The hilly and rocky terrain about 
the city prevents large scale farming. 
Social life in Keene.-- Aside from family circle and intra~ 
family social_ life, there is much organized socialization in 
Keene revolving about four axes of community life, the schools, 
the churches, fraternal and club organizations, and the city's 
recreational programs. 
During tne school year youngsters and oldsters alike at-
11 tend the various athletic, musical, dramatic, and social 
events of the high school. In the junior-high schools and I 
I I elementary schools the Parent-Teacher Association is the chief 
I social contact the parents have with the schools, although 
various other events are scheduled from time to time. I II 
il 
II 
II 
ii 
il 
I 
The churches, like those in other communities, provide 
varied social activities for Keenites. These activities vary 
from the more formal groups of Sunday school and youth organi-
zations to the informal social gatherings of the women's clubs, 
men's clubs, the "Spire Club," "Hubbard Class," and the bowlinJ' 
leagues. 
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Over 100 fraternal, civic, and professional organizations 
require the active support of their various followings and thus 
fashion a good share of Keene's social life. The ethnic popu-
lation of the city is well depicted by some of these clubs with: 
active memberships in the Association Canado-Americaine, Mar-
coni Italian Club, and Order of Ahepa. Professional organiza-
tions include the Business and Professional Women's Club, Bar 
Association, and Dental Association. Civic organizations are 
represented by Rotary International, Lions International, 
Business Bureau, Red Cross, American Legion and Auxiliary, and 
the Women's Club. Young people in such groups as the Boy and 
Girl Scouts of America, the Young Men's Christian Association, 
and Catholic Daughters of America are actively participating 
in the social life of the city. The various fraternal orders 
in Keene include the Benevolent and Protective Order of Elks, 
Independent Order of Odd Fellows, Knights of Columbus, Patrons 
of Husbandry, Ladies of the Moose, and the several Masonic 
societies. A few of the organizations in Keene are small in 
membership and exclusive. Numbered among such groups are the 
Country Club, Historical Society, and Fortnightly Club. 
A very active segment of social life in the community is 
the program of activities under the direction of the Park and 
Recreation Department. Their calendar for the year includes 
such regular events as the Halloween program, summer swim 
programs, junior-high football league, Little League baseball, 
playground activities, track and field days, jamborees, block 
..,..,. r-· 
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The adult program11 
I' ~~ dances, and Saturday night community-d-ances. 
I' 
provides a Golden Age Club for elderly people, the men's soft- 1 
ball association, and the men's and women's bowling clubs. 
Aside from tnese organized social activities and institu-
tiona, a summer theater, three commercial theaters, and the 
activities of the State Teachers College to which townspeople 
are invited provide additional entertainment and sociability. 
The picture of social life in Keene could hardly be com-
plete without mentioning two Yankee traditions which are part 
and parcel of living in this New England community. The sight " 
of the auctioneer's red flag along some country road or city 
street and the sound of the pulsating rhythms of the country 
square dance in its native habitat beckon many a Keenite to an 
afternoon or evening of fun and entertainment. 
School system in Keene.-- After Labor Day each year the 
children of Keene return to twelve different public schools 
and one parochial school. During the school year 1950-1951, 
some 1,381 children enrolled in the elementary schools, 340 in 
the junior high schools, and 1,057 in the senior high school ori, 
a total registration of 2,778 in the public schools. 
The schools operate on a six-two-four plan, but this is 
to be changed soon to a six-three-three system when a new 
,1 junior high school for all students is completed shortly. I! At 
(i 
I! 
the present time there are eight elementary schools, three 
II 
junior high schools, and one high school in the city. In 
:i 
_ ~~d~i~:_o~'~_t!le_~aro_ch~a_l _s~ool e_nr~lls stud~nts 
! 
in grades one 
through eight with the graduates entering the public high 
school. 
' j~ --
The school system's budget1 for the fiscal year July 1, 
1950, to June 30, 1951, allotted well over $18,000 for adminis-' 
trative purposes, over $300,000 for salaries of teachers and 
principals, $9,000 for books and instructional aids, over $9,000 
for scholar's supplies, nearly $6,000 for clerical assistants, 
and over $2,000 for other instructional expenses or a total of 
over $565,000 for all purposes. This budget is raised through 
taxation, federal aid, and school tuition. 
The lands and buildings belonging to the Union School 
2 District are valued at $969,170. However, additions to two 
elementary schools and the construction of the new junior high 
' school will undoubtedly raise this valuation. 
Teachers in the elementary and junior high schools with 
which this study is concerned are not the most highly educated, 
nor the most poorly educated professional workers in terms of 
formal training at universities, colleges, and normal schools. 
As of April, 1951, 38 teachers held bachelor's degrees and 
nine held master's degrees from recognized institutions. Most 
of the teachers having no degrees are graduates of the two 
state teachers colleges prior to their degree-granting dates. 
Table 4 indicates the number of students enrolled and teaching 
1Annual Report, Union School District. Sentinel Printing 
Company. Keene, New HampShire, 1951, pp. 65-70. 
2 ~·· p. 62. 
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:j II 
il staffs of the ten different elementary and junior high schools 1] 
I! used in the present study as compiled from data in the Annual ,] 
'1i. :1 
E Report. 1 
I 
II I, 
I; 
'I I, 
II 
Table 4. 
School 
A 
B 
c 
D 
E 
F 
G 
H 
I 
J 
Pupil Enrollment and Teaching Staffs of 
the Keene Schools Utilized in the Study 
Grades Staff Enrollment 
7-8 11 139 
7-8 6 154 
X-8 11 276 
8 2 53 
K-6 7 210 
K-6 7 215 
K-6 9 207 
1-6 6 169 
1-4 4 99 
K-6 9 193 
Total 72 1,715 
/ Summary.-- From this description of Keene it may be con- /! 
! I' 
1 eluded that the locale in which this study was conducted is a ]1'
1
,_ 
,I 
1: typical, small New England city with recent social and economi<11 
11 j, 
development superimposed upon a backdrop colored largely by th~l 
II 
traditional "Yankee" way of life. II 
II 
]I 
II ,, 
II 
Attention is now given to the research procedures under-
11 ~~~ taken in the community to solve the problem of the effect 
I 
community status has upon the differential achievement of 
I: 
II 
I 
" 
I 
school children. 
1 1£!£., pp. 57-59. 
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CHAPTER IV 
RESEARCH PROCEDURES 
Aside from selecting the field community, the investiga-
tion of the problem involved identifying the study population, 
securing data on the achievement and aptitude of the children 
in the population, establishing Differential Indices of Achievei 
ment, rating and computing Indices of Status Characteristics, 
and testing the null-hypotheses postulated. This chapter de~ 
scribes these several steps. 
The Study Sample 
Prior to administering teats and gathering information 
about the children's community status, each child in the 
fourth, sixth, and eighth grades in Keene was identified. 
Identifying the graded population.-- The names and ad-
dresses of all the children in the fourth, sixth, and eighth 
grades were secured with the exception of one school from the 
official grade books in the office of the Superintendent of 
Schools. These grade books represent an official roster of the 
children in the Keene schools and are kept up to date with 
changes of address, school leavers, and other data revised 
each marking period. The names and addresses of the children 
in the eighth grade at the parochial sehool were secured from 
I 
I 
I 
i 
I 
t 
in the fourth, sixth, and eighth grades could be included in 
;! 
I! 
I 
,j 
the study group. Excluded from the study sample were children ,'/ 
:I 
, attending Keene schools whose parents did not reside within the', 
I 
II 
II I 
II 
I 
,I 
I 
I 
I 
II 
II 
city limits, children for whom test and status data were in-
complete, and children whose test data was in any way defective~ 
' 
The total study sample included 496 of 558 or 88.8 per cent of ii 
i 
the graded population in the Keene schools with which this 
fi 
study was concerned. This 11 per cent loss was attributable tot/ 
multiple accidental factors and occurred randomly throughout 
tne graded population thus affording the certain conclusion 
that the study sample is an unbiased sample of the total graded 
population. 
Table 5 reports the number of cases eliminated from the 
study population in greater detail. 
Table 5. Loss from the Graded Population of 558 Children 
in the Fourth, Sixth, and Eighth Grades in Keene 
Loss Factor 
Residence outside of Keene 
Incomplete test data 
Defective test data 
Incomplete status data 
Number 
Total: 62 
15 
19 
8 
20 
I' il 
li 
11 
I 
,, 
' ! 
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I However, all children in the fourth, sixth, and eighth 
i :::::.:·::. ::·::::::, ·::~:::·:::·::h::: ·::~ .:· ,::::~' 
,I achievement and aptitude data on all children. Likewise, testa 
II II were scored and results were reported for the total graded 
population,not just the study sample. 
Measuring Achievement and Scholastic Aptitude 
Evidence has been cited in Chapters I and II supporting 
]! the choice of an academic aptitude teat as the measure of 
I! 
il 
I 
ability to do school work, and the choice of an objective teat 
of skills and subject-matter content as against school grades 
for measuring actual achievement in these academic skills and 
:I subject-matter information. 
II 
Particularly in Chapter II the 
I' 
I' 
I' 
II 
'I 
susceptibility of school grades to the very factor being 
studied, community status, has been pointed out. Data are now 
cited supporting the selection of the measuring instruments 
in terms of validity, reliability, and the adequacy of the 
norms. 
Selection and description of the teat instruments.-- Since'' 
it was necessary to utilize a measure that would predict apti-
tude to learn and achieve in the area of academic skills and 
II 
subject-matter information, the Pintner General Ability Teats, 
Verbal Series, Intermediate Form A, was selected. Appropriate 
for administration to children in grades four through nine, 
this instrument purports to measure verbal abilities needed to 
I' 
']I 
I 
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I 
' achieve successfully in a school program or on an achievement 
test emphasizing highly verbalized academic skills and subject-
matter content. Several criteria are listed in the Manua11 to, 
I 
, evaluate the success with which this test does the job of pre- : 
dieting ability to do school work. These criteria include the 
test content, subtest intercorrelations, correlation with schooi 
achievement, and correlation with other similar tests. 
Inspection of the test content reveals a sampling of those; 
abilities needed to learn academic skills and subject-matter 
content. As Marzolf2 points out, the approach of constructing 
the Fintner General Ability Tests to sample a broad range of 
the effects of the child's total environment so as to assist 
in predicting future school achievement is laudable. Actually, 
the test includes eight aubtesta which the author claims are 
measuring with a certain degree of independence different ver-
bal abilities. The teats are vocabulary, logical selection, 
number sequence, beat answer type, classification, opposites, 
analogies, and arithmetic reasoning. 
Whether these abilities, as sampled by the subtests, are 
independent of each other is investigated by computing subtest 
1
, 
intercorrelations based upon a random sample of 175 cases at 
the single age level of 11 years and 6 months to 12 years and 
1 Manual for Interpreting Fintner 
Advanced Test. World Book Company. 
16 p. 
2 S. S. Marzolf. 
Intermediate Test and 
Yonkers, New York, 1939, 
by 0. K. Buros, ed. 
~~~~'PP~ 335-336. 
The Third Mental Measurements Yearbook, 
Rutgers University Press. New Brunswick, 
,, 
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I! 5 ~onths. . The intercorrelation coefficients range from • 25 
;I 
11 .72. Since all the tests are verbal in nature, the author 
II 
factored out the vocabulary test and secured intercorrelation 
coefficients ranging from .01 to .37. The author concludes 
i: 
that when the effect of word ability is accounted for, different 
verbal abilities are being sampled by these subtests. 
The Manual1 reveals rather high correlations between the 
11 Pintner General Ability Tests, Intermediate Form, and the 
II I· 
il 
!: 
'I 
II 
II 
'I 
II 
!i 
I ,, 
I! 
II 
Metropolitan Achievement Tests on 168 cases in grade five and 
209 cases in grade seven, The relationship between the Pintner 
and the total score on the Metropolitan was .84 for grade five 
and ,78 in grade seven. The test's validity for predicting 
achievement on a well-known standardized battery at the elemen-' 
tary school level is supported by this evidence. 
When the Pintner General Ability Tests were related to 
certain other widely used psychological measures of ability, 
the following coefficients of correlation were obtained at 
grade levels similar to those tested in the present study: 
Pintner with the Otis Group Intelligence Scale, .81 with 373 
eighth-grade students; Pintner with the Otis Scale again, ,83 
with 354 eighth-grade students; Pintner with the Revised Stan-
ford Binet, ,71 with 32 children of various ages. 
On the basis of these several criteria exploring the 
validity of the Pintner General Ability Tests, it seems 
reasonable to conclude that both the Intermediate and Advanced 
!I 1 "-~·l"~ o~-~~?~~ c:-:·'~!p:~=~-= • ~~~~~ ----~-----~=---=--= 
testa are doing the job purported by· the author, that of meas--
uring children's aptitude to do school work. 
Several methods were employed to determine the reliability; 
of the Pintner General Ability Tests. The author took special 
care to avoid techniques that would spuriously raise the re-
liability coefficients by computing these coefficients on 101 
cases at the same age level rather than introducing a range of 
talent thus predisposing the possibility of securing artifi-
,, cially higher coefficients of correlation. 
The reliabilities for these 101 cases at a single age 
level are reported in great detail in the Manual. 1 The relia-
bility coefficients as determined by the split-half procedure 
for the subtesta of the Pintner Intermediate Teat range from 
.72 to .91 with a coefficient of .94 reported for the entire 
test. When the reliability was determined by the interform 
technique, reliability coefficients for the aubtests ranged 
from ,70 to .80 with the entire test having a reliability co-
efficient of ,94. The Probable Error of Measurement on the 
subtests ranged from 4.1 to 7.1 with a Probable Error of 2.6 
reported for the entire test. 
These results indicate that when using the total test 
score, in this case the median standard score, as was done in 
the present study, considerable faith can be placed in the re- :· 
liability of the performance of the children. 
!' The norms were based originally on approximately 50, 000 
I! 1 
I 
,. Ibid., 
-~•·o-J.=-~--~--=-~...,-- -
I 
PP· 5-6. 
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cases representing the entire enrollments in grades four through 
twelve in the public schools of a number of communities. The 
adequacy of these norms was later checked by administering the 
Pintner to thousands of children in communities scattered geo-
graphically throughout the country. Community bias was avoided' 
by testing all the students in the grades for which this test 
is valid. Actually, a total group of 100,000 children parti-
cipated in the standardization of tne Pintner General Ability 
Tests. 
The normative procedure as reported by the author is cer-
tainly adequate and allows one to place considerable faith in 
the reported norm scores. However, in the present study norms 
were not used. Since the results of the Pintner Intermediate 
Test were to be treated and figured into another type of de-
rived score, it was felt desirable to utilize the original 
measure of performance, the median standard score. 
The Pintner Median Standard Score is particularly advan-
tageous to employ in reporting a child's performance on this 
test. Actually, this median score of the standard scores for 
the eight subtests is the composite score representing total 
performance on the Pintner General Ability Tests. Selection Of 
the median point eliminates the danger of one extremely high o~ 
low subtest performance unduly affecting the total test per-
formance. 
To measure the actual achievement of the study sample in 
certain academic skills and subject-matter information, the 
---:-~------ :_=----=----=-~-o·--=---=---=-- ~~~ 
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Stanford Achievement Tests were employed. In the present stud~ 
both the Intermediate and Advanced Batteries were used. The 
Intermediate Battery was administered to children in grades 
four and six and the Advanced Battery to children in grade 
eight. Form D of both the Intermediate and Advanced Batteries 
was used. Because the authors established equated scores, 
separate tests on all forms and all batteries are made compa-
rable, thus facilitating and justifying the comparison of 
statistics derived from these scores on the three grade levels 
utilized in the present study. 
No statistical evidence is cited in the Manual1 to de-
note the validity of the test content as a sampling of academia: 
skills and subject-matter information. However, it is reporteq 
that the content of the revision of the Stanford Achievement 
Tests is based upon a thorough analysis of representative 
courses of study from the entire country. Furthermore, expert$ 
were employed to evaluate the content in the various subject 
fields. Perhaps the comment by Preston2 when reviewing the 
Stanford Achievement Batteries typifies the general opinion 
held as to the validity of the batteries in sampling achieve-
ment in academic skills and subject-matter information. He 
says, 11The care with which the Stanford Achievement Tests havei' 
1 T. L. Kelley, G. M. Ruch, and L. M. Terman. 
Stanford Achievement Teat. World Book Company. 
York, 1940, p. 1. 
Manual: 
Yonkers, New 
2 R. C. Preston. 
by 0. K. Buros, ed. 
1949, pp. 33-34. 
The Third Mental Measurements Yearbook, 
Rutgers University Press. New Brunswick,;! 
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been constructed places them among the very best of comparable 
tests." In referring to the skill tests, Preston1 comments, 
"These have not been surpassed as tests of the skill subjects." 
However, Preston does critidze the content tests in terms of 
clarity, emphasis, and scope. 
It is rather universally agreed that no nationally stan-
dardized battery is going to sample adequately the scope of 
subject matter taught in the nation's schools and give correct 
emphasis of certain subject-matter areas to the satisfaction of 
,: 
all. In the present study it is not presumed that the learning, 
: of subject-matter and the skills for that matter are necessarilY" 
limited to the school environment. It is believed that a 
child's total experience is contributing to his achievement as 
sampled by the Stanford Achievement Tests. Naturally, formal-
ized education accounts for much of the learning of academic 
skills and subject-matter information but not all. The fact 
that students are responsive to cultural and home factors and 
it is reflected in test performance helps rather than hinders 
the present study. 
For the purposes of this study the Stanford Achievement 
Tests may be considered as valid as other well-known standard-
ized tests of achievement and certainly more carefully edited 
and constructed than many appearing on the market. The ques-
'' tion of the validity of an objective instrument as a measure of 
achievement in academic skills and subject-matter information 
1Preston. Lo it ~""""""c~. ~ --~-==-=--=-= ------------
!! jl 
~~1~~as-b~::~~~-~:~:-~-~~ ~~:i:~c tl; in Cha;te~ . II. It was pointed 
1 out that the other criterion of learning in school, teachers' 
grades, is subjective and susceptible to community status 
pressures. 
The Stanford Achievement Batteries, Intermediate and Ad-
vanced Batteries, consist of ten different sub~eats measuring 
1 six academic skills and four subject-matter fields. These areas 
include Paragraph Meaning, Word Meaning, Language Usage, Arith-
metic Computation and Reasoning, Spelling, Social Studies 
(History and Civics), Social Studies (Geography), Literature, 
and Elementary Science. 
The reliability data for these subtesta and total score 
on each battery are reported in the Manua1. 1 For grade five 
the reliability of the total test as computed by the split-
half procedure is .97 with subtesta having coefficients ranging: 
from .71 to .94. The reliability of the skill teats is higher 
than the subject-matter areas. For grade eight the reliability, 
for the total teat computed by the split-half procedure is also' 
.97 with aubteat reliability coefficients ranging from .76 to 
.93. Therefore, it can be concluded both batteries have the 
same degree of reliability, and this reliability is of a high 
order allowing considerable faith to be placed in the consist-
ency Of the performance by the children in the present study. 
In a study by Townsend of the Educational Recorda Bureau 
it was discovered that the subteata in these batteries are 
1T. L. Kelley, et al. ££• £1i•• p. 10. 
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relatively independent of each other especially when one con-
siders the unwersality of some of these skills measured, partic• 
ularly reading. 
Townsend1 says: 
Most of the test parts seem to be measuring elements 
in pupils' achievement which are related to a moderately 
low degree. In instances where high correlation is found 
between part scores, the relationship seems sensible in 
the light of relationships usually found between scores in: 
these areas. In short, the general conclusions to be 
reached from a study of the intercorrelations are also fa-
vorable to the usefUlness of the Stanford Test. 
In the actual establishment of norms for the Stanford 
Achievement Tests a random sample of 50,955 cases was drawn 
from a normative population of approximately three hundred 
thousand students. These students were distributed among the 
various grade levels from 2 to 9 and formed the group upon which 
equated scores were established by means of scaling raw scores 
for each subtest. These equated scores are comparable from one, 
subtest to another and from one battery to another and form the 
basic performance measure from which other derived scores were 
set up in this study. 
Once the instruments to measure the academic aptitude and 
achievement in academic skills and subject-matter content were 
selected, plans were developed for administering these instru-
ments to the total graded population with which this study is 
concerned in Keene. 
1A. Townsend. nThe Use of the Stanford Achievement Test 
in the Fall and Spring of the Year," Test Service Notebook. 
Division of Test Research and Service. World Book Company. 
Yonkers, New York, p. 6. 
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Administration of test instruments.-- Through the coopera-: 
!! 
II tion and assistance of the Guidance Director of the Keene schoojl 
II 
I! system and the Sisters at St. Joseph's School, all teachers 
were acquainted with the purpose of'the testing program and 
their responsibility in administering the examinations. 
Copies of each test and manuals were distributed to each 
1, teacher of the fourth, sixth, and eighth grades in the school 
II 
" I 
II 
I 
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:I 
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system a week previous to the actual testing dates. Forwarded 
with these tests and manuals was a copy of suggestions for ad-
ministration and the schedule for the special testing program. 
A copy of these directions appears in Appendix G. 
On Monday of the testing week the writer personally dis-
tributed enough copies of the Pintner General Ability Test and 
Stanford Achievement Tests in special classroom packages and 
answered any questions the teachers had about the test adminis-, 
·' [! tration. On Tuesday and Wednesday mornings and afternoons the 
j] tests were administered by the teachers according to the pre-
i! 
1, scribed schedule. This schedule was set up in time periods no 
,I 
,! 
11 longer than 65 minutes to avoid student fatigue and encourage 
i[ unhurried test administration. The tests were collected and 
I! 
any deviations noted from each teacher during the balance of 
the testing week. Enough copies of each test were retained by I 
the teachers to administer to those youngsters absent during 
all or any fraction of the two-day testing period. For ap-
proximately a month tests for these absentees were returned to 
the writer. Along with the administration of the tests, 
::-----
1 
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teachers forwarded to the parents of each child in their classes 
the Parent Questionnaire and a covering letter from the Guidance 
Department. A copy of the questionnaire and letter are in 
Appendix E. Like the tests, these forms were picked up by the 
writer during the latter part of the testing week. 
Scoring test instruments.-- Once the tests were gathered, 
the writer began to score both the Pintner General Ability Test 
and Stanford Achievement Tests in preparation for preliminary 
and final calculations necessary to solve the questions the 
study raises. The accuracy or the hand-scoring or both the 
Pintner and Stanford tests was checked by correcting again every 
fifth test. No inaccuracies were noted. There were two reason$ 
for selecting the hand-scoring editions of these instruments. 
The writer desired to test all the children at the same time 
' 
thus preventing undue interruption or the regular school sched- . 
ule. The school officials felt that the possession of the ac-
tual tests by the teachers would encourage more detailed use of 
the results and justify this additional testing program during 
the school year. 
With the tests scored and the results entered on the data 
cards, all the information necessary to establish the Differen-
tial Indices or Achievement was at hand. 
Establishing Differential Indices of Achievement 
The problem of the study involves ascertaining the effect 
community status has upon a child's differential achievement 
---=--~= _- __ ·::..__-~----· 
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I: in academic skills and subject-matter content. Differential 
:1 
:j 
!1 achievement involves measuring the amount a child's actual 
i! 
1: achievement varies from his expected achievement in lignt of 
!I his academic 
•I 
:1 lish indices 
:I 
!I ment. 
aptitude. Therefore, it was necessary to estab-
expressing degrees of tnis differential achieve-
il Definition of a differential index.-- A differential index 
11 as defined in this study represents the amount of difference 
I' 
ii between performance on an academic aptitude test and performance] 
ii 
!j on an achievement test after the scores on both distributions 
,, 
!i i!are made comparable and the aptitude scores are regressed to 
)I account for the absence of perfect rectilinear relationship 
1: 
il between the distributions of the two measures. 
'I 
11 The differential index may be represented by the following 
lj 
11 formula: 
II 
:I D. I. = 50 + Sc - rP 
!! 
where: 
D. I. 
50 
rP 
sc 
= differential index 
= constant value assigned to a "zero" difference 
= regressed Pintner score or any aptitude score 
= converted Stanford score or any converted 
achievement score 
Equating scores.-- The first step in finding tnese differ-
,, 
il ential indices for each subtest for each child in the three 
'I I. 
il grades involved equating the distributions of test scores on 
!, 
li the Pintner test and Stanford subtests by the equi-percentile 
II 
li 
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I 
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method. Speaking of this particular method, Lindquiatl says: 
It appears that the most satisfactory method of ob-
taining 'comparable' scores for the various forms of a 
given test or for different tests, is based on the proposi-
tion that 1 true 1 scores which are of 'equal difficulty,' 
that is, 1 true 1 scores which would be exceeded by equal 
proportions of the groups, are comparable. In using this 
procedure, the proportion of the 1 true 1 scores of the group 
which would fall below a certain value on one form~es!l 
is calculated and the score on the other formLtest below 
which an e~ual proportion of the 'true' scores on hat 
form Ltes!f would fall is listed as comparable to this 
particular value. 
The statement of this method in terms of 11 true 11 scores is 
most accurate, but in the practical application of statistics 
it is customary to use obtained values recognizing that some 
possible error may be introduced. One can never obtain a 11 true 11 
score on a test for an individual except in the hypothetical 
situation in which infinite comparable forms of the teat are 
successively administered to this individual. The mean of the 
distribution of these scores would be the "true" score and the 
standard deviation of this distribution of test scores would 
be the standard error of measurement. 
Lindquiat2 criticizes making scores comparable by the 
technique of equating means in that it is an approximation 
only. Two tests might very well differ in variability and the 
shapes of the distributions. Likewise, the method of utilizing 
standard scores to make distributions comparable comes under 
Lg, F. Lindquist. 
Council on Education. 
2 
.!:!U&·' p. 751. 
Educational Measurement. American 
Washington, D.C., 1951, pp. 752-753. 
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the same fire. He points out, 11The weakness of this procedure 
is the assumption of similar shapes for the distributions and a 
straight line relationship between two series of test scores. 111 
To facilitate establishing comparable scores by the equi-
percentile method, percentile curves were drawn for the distri-
bution of Pintner scores and each of the ten stanford subtest 
distributions on Otis Normal Percentile charts. The procedures 
followed in drawing these percentile curves and picking off the 
equivalent percentile on one curve from the other are outlined 
by Otis.2 Essentially the procedure is to strike frequency 
distributions for each variable, figure the cumulative frequen-
cies and per cents of these intervals, plot percentile points 
for each interval, and draw the percentile curves along these 
points. 
Once these percentile curves are drawn for each distribu-
tion of scores on the same chart, scores on one distribution 
may be converted into values of the second distribution. The 
percentile rank of a particular score is located by following 
the percentile curve to the point where the percentile rank 
line intersects it. The comparable value on the second distri-
bution of this particular score is secured by following the 
proper direction of the same percentile rank line up or down 
to the percentile curve of the second distribution. The score 
1Ibid.' p. 752. 
, 2A. s. Otis. Manual of Directions, Normal Percentile Chart. 
' World Book Company. Yonkers, New York, 1938, p. 6. 
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value of this particular point on the second percentile curve 
is comparable to the first. To reiterate, these scores are 'I 
comparable in that they are scores exceeded by equal proportion~~ 
of the group. For example, a score of 84 on the Stanford l'ara- il 
grapn Meaning test exceeds 80 per cent of 
·i 
the eigntn-grade pop- ! i! 
11
1 ulation, 
]I per cent of the ~ population. 
test exceeds 80 '! 
f I terms o proporil 
A score of 192 on the Pintner Ability 
Therefore, in 
II 
!I 
I' 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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il 
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tion of equal difficulty 84 and 192 are comparable scores. In ,I 
,, 
il 
'I 
~ I 
this manner Stanford subtest scores were converted to the dis-
tributions of Pintner Median Standard scores for each grade. 
A copy of the Otis Normal Percentile Chart follows Showing a 
sample conversion of scores by the equi-percentile method. 
Regressing Pintner scores.-- The second step in finding 
II 
·I the differential indices required accounting for the phenomenon!] 
'I 
of regression between distributions of measurements of two ree-d 
! 
tilinearly related traits for any group. The fact that the 
measures of relationship between the various distributions 
compared and entering into the computation of the differential 
indices are not perfect on the one band or in contrast, zero, 
demands that an accounting be made of the residual error pre-
sent. The amount of such error is the amount of regression of 
one score upon another. As Lindquistl comments: 
•••• for individuals selected from a given group because 
they are alike in one trait, the mean value of a second 
I! 
i lE, F. Lindquist. A First Course in Statistics. 
~~~ff11n Company, Booton, 1942, p. 1?5. 
Houghton 
! 
I 
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related trait will regress toward the general mean or the 
second trait ror the entire group. The amount or this 
regression can be shown to be inversely related to the 
coerricient or correlation between the two measures. With 
perrect correlation, there is not regression. With zero 
correlation, the regression is complete •••• 
Accounting ror regression with the present data involved 
multiplying the deviations or Pintner scores from the mean or 
the distribution by the coerricient or correlation between the 
distribution or Pintner Median Standard scores and each or the 
1 
converted distributions or Stanrord sub-test scores in each 
grade and adding or subtracting these values to or rrom the 
By so doing Pintner scores were regressed toward the mean. 
mea1. 
The' 
regression or measures or one distribution upon measures or 
another distribution is a runction or the relationship between 
the measures or the two distributions expressed in terms or 
distance rrom the mean or each distribution. In this instance 
the coerricient or correlation is the regression coerricient 
because the means and standard deviation or the two distribu-
.: 
'I tions are equated by virtue or computing comparable and normal- ,; 
I 
ized scores by the equi-percentile method. 
i· 
! As Peatman1 points out: 
We have seen why J4 /;eaii' is not a suitable estimate '; 
or the slope or the best ntting straight-line ror bi- 'j 
variate sata which are not reduced to comparable deviat:~ni 
scales Lin terms or their respective standard deviatiOn.JY • : 
We now see that an appropriate mathematical adjustment cani 
be made in determining the regression coefricients by ! 
means or the ratio or the standard deviations or the 
1 J. G. Peatman. 
Harper and Brothers. 
Descriptive and Sampling Statistics. 
New York, 1947, p. 223. 
i 
.... -- ... ·.-~c .. ~.c=4=~~c=~ 
_,_±:.: _ __:: __ - --------- -.=-~---=--:..:--_:::-----=---=-------=::c-~----=-- :___;'~=--=.c.--..;__;_·--
!1 
respective distributions. Only if this adjustment has al-
ready been made by converting original measures Lin this 
case by equi-percentile metho~ will r, the correlation 
coefficient, also be equal to the regression coefficient. 
Securing differences.-- The third step in determining the 
differential indices involved obtaining the difference between 
the regressed Pintner Median Standard score and the converted 
Stanford subtest score on each of the subtests for each child 
in each grade. The regressed Pintner score is the "anchor" 
value from which differences, plus or minus, in the converted 
Stanford subtest scores are noted. When the converted Stanford 
subtest scores exceed the regressed Pintner score, plus differ-
ences occur. When the converted Stanford subtest scores are 
less than the regressed Pintner score, minus differences occur. 
In a number of cases, the regressed Pintner and converted Stan-
ford subtest scores are identical, indicating, of course, no 
difference or zero. If the achievement performance indexed by 
score placement in a distribution is higher than the regressed 
ability performance also indexed by score placement in the same 
distribution, this variation is interpreted to mean some degree 
of over-achievement. If the reverse is the case, some degree 
I' of under-achievement is present. The units of difference remai, 
equal since the units of the scale from which they were secured : 
I are equal. 
Computing Differential Indices of Achievement.-- Once 
i· these differences between the regressed Pintner and various 
II i 
1! Stanford subtest scores were obtained for each child in each ·1 
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grade, a linear transformation was made to eliminate plus and 
I! 
_jj_ -
;i 
minus signs and zeros from the distributions of these differenc~~· 
This linear transformation involved assigning a constant value 
of 50 to the "zero" point of difference and differences above or[ 
! 
below 11 zero" point were either added to or subtracted from 50, 
depending upon the signs. 
The computation of one differential index based upon data 
I for the eighth grade population will serve to crystalize this 
i procedure as it was applied in the study. The student concerned]; 
i had a Pintner Median Standard score of 154 and a Stanford Para-
1 
I graph Meaning score of 69 which, when converted by equi-percen-
1 
i tile method to the Pintner distribution of scores for the popu-
' lation became 173. The coefficient of correlation between the 
: 
I i 
1 Pintner and Stanford Paragraph Meaning distributions of measures' 
for the eightn grade was +.83. 
The formula for determining the differential index, as 
described previously, is as follows: 
D.I. = 50 + Sc - rP 
•
1 Therefore, the computation of the D.I. proceeds as follows: 
D.I. = 50 + 173 - .83 (154) 
50 + 173 - 155 
50 + 18 
68 
In such a manner differential indices were secured for 
:: each student in the study group on each achievement variable 
and the ability variable. These differential indices represent 
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Measuring Community Status or the Study Population 
In selecting a technique for indexing the community status 
of the study population, two criteria were of prime considera-
tion. First, the most comprehensive and sensitive approach to 
indexing status in a community was desirable. Second, the ac-
tual technique must be of a type enabling a single investigator 
to conduct the procedure of measurement. 
From the results of previous research in status analysis 
the use of a single symbol of status such as occupation was dis-
carded as an appropriate technique. Some consideration was 
given to the possible use of published socioeconomic scales, 
but these instruments were rejected on two counts. Most of 
these instruments do an excellent job in indexing the material 
possessions of the home on the assumption that such possessions 
indicate the status of the individual in the community. The 
results of community analyses reveal that status is actually a 
composite of several roles and several socioeconomic factors 
and not entirely limited to the home and possessions within the 
home. Then, administration of these scales to children places 
the investigator at a disadvantage. He must depend upon the 
willingness and ability of the youngster to recall and indicate 
reliably the actual situation, if in fact he can ade~uately re-
call the specific information these scales demand. The other 
alternative is to have the parents fill out the form either by 
themselves or with the investigator present in the home. It 
would not have been possible for the writer to secure permission 
iou 
--' 10 
from the school authorities to follow this procedure. 
In light of these factors, the decision was made to utilize 
the procedure outlined by Warnerl as a result of several years 
of research. This technique is designed by Warner and his 
associates to facilitate the indexing of status by single in-
vestigators. It is more direct than paper-and-pencil scales 
although not completely eliminating the dependence of the in-
vestigator upon the parents for accurate information. Perhaps, 
most important of all, Warner's Index of Status Characteristics 
was found, on the basis of empirical evidence, to correlate 
highly with the longer and more searching technique of identi-
fying status participation and placement by the Evaluated Par-
ticipation method. To acquaint the reader with the nature of 
the Index of Status Characteristics, its validity and relia-
bility, the Index is described here before indicating how it 
was used and applied in Keene on the study sample. 
Description of Index of Status Characteristics.-- In de-
scribing the Index of Status Characteristics as developed by 
Warner and his associates, the writer adheres to Warner's 
terminology and therefore in the originator's words refers to 
the Index as a measure of social-class placement. It should 
be reiterated again that the writer does not agree with Warner 
on this point. The writer is of the strong opinion formulated 
from research that while various degrees of social participa-
tion do exist in our society, the structuring and rigidity of 
_______ lwgrneJ"._ -~-cit., _?74 p. 
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the levels of participation vary from one community to another 
for several already-mentioned reasons. Therefore, if the reader 
adopts the writer's point of view, he will interpret social 
class as community status in the following description. 
The purposes behind the construction of the Index of Status 
Characteristics by Warner and his associates were threefold. 
First, it was hoped that this procedure would serve as a means 
of checking the assumption that social-class participation and 
certain socioeconomic characteristics are determined largely by 
mutual factors. Second, if some relationship did exist between 
the Index of Status Characteristics and the Evaluated Partici-
pation technique which by interview and other procedures deter-
mine the actual nature of the social participation in the com-
munity, social-class position could be predicted by the Index, 
thus affording a more inexpensive, time-saving technique. 
Third, it was hoped that with the successful development of an 
Index of Status Characteristics a procedure would be available 
for making social-class analyses in other communities. 
The original Index was based upon seven-point ratings on 
occupation, amount of income, source of income, educatlon, 
house type, and dwelling area. The Index was a mathematical 
average of the six seven-point ratings. The final Index as 
used and published by Warner1 was modified to include only 
four factors - occupation, source of income, type of house, 
and dwelling area. These factors were weighted according to 
1w arne r. !&£.. ill.. 
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their predictive power of social-class participation and totaled 
to provide a single score. 
The retention of these four factors in the final Index of 
Status Characteristics was made only after a thorough statisti-
cal analysis. 
Correlations coefficients or the six status characteristics, 
and the original I.S.C. combining them, and social-class place-
ment as determined by Evaluated Participation are reported by 
Warner1 as follows: occupation with Evaluated Participation 
on 208 cases, .91; amount of income with E.P. on lOB cases, .89~ 
source of income with E.P. on 209 cases, ,85; house type with 
E.P. on 204 cases, ,85; dwelling area with E.P. on 205 cases, 
,82; education with E.P. on 97 cases, ,78; and the Original 
I.s.c. with Evaluated Participation, .97 on 209 cases. Ob-
viously, the Index combining the six factors was a better basis 
for predicting social-class placement than was any single 
characteristic. 
To refine the Index and determine which characteristics 
had the most relative importance and whether any could be 
eliminated as measuring the same factors, intercorrelations 
between the six characteristics of the Original Index were 
made by Warner. It was important to do this because the indi-
cations were that the best predictor of social-class placement 
as measured by Evaluated Participation would be an index com-
bining factors highly related to social-class placement but not 
1 
.!!?.!!!·· p. 168. 
highly related to each other. 
Fifteen possible pairs of factors were correlated with the 
number of cases for each pair varying from 66 to 208. The 
intercorrelation coefficients ranged from .59 to .87. Table 6 
after Warner1 reports these relationships. 
Table 6. Inter-Correlations among Ratings on the Six 
Status Characteristics, for Old Americans 
Pairs of Status Characteristics 
Occupation-Amount of Income 
Amount of Income-Source of IncomE 
Amount of Income-House Type 
Amount of Income-Dwelling Area 
Occupation-Education 
Occupation-Source of Income 
House Type-Dwelling Area 
Source of Income-House Type 
Occupation-House Type 
Education-House Type 
Occupation-Dwelling Area 
Source of Income-Dwelling Area 
Education-Dwelling Area 
Source of Income-Education 
Amount of Income-Education 
Number of 
Cases 
108 
108 
103 
104 
97 
208 
201 
204 
203 
96 
204 
205 
94 
97 
66 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
.87 
.82 
.81 
.81 
.77 
.76 
.74 
.71 
.71 
.70 
.70 
.69 
.65 
.64 
.59 
It is not surprising the relationship between these pairs 
of characteristics is high in view of the fact that they are 
all measures of a socioeconomic standard of living. A person 
rated high on one is likely to be rated high on the others. 
The two characteristics showing the highest degree of relation-
ship were occupation and the amount of income. This high de-
gree of relationship is certainly reasonable and expected. In 
1 
..!lli·· p. 172. 
fact, the four pairs of status characteristics having the 
highest correlation all involved the amount-of-income rating. 
Warner also discovered that when pairs of status character-
istics were correlated with social-class placement as determined 
by Evaluated Participation, amount-of-income added no appre-
ciably different predictive power. 
Working on the assumption that a combination of the rela-
tively independent status characteristics would predict with 
more accuracy social-class placement than a single character-
istic or even pairs of characteristics, Warner experimented in 
finding what particular combination of factors was most effec-
tive in predicting social-class placement. Table 7 after 
Warner1 reports the multiple correlation coefficients and 
standard errors of estimate for different sets of three or more 
status characteristics, and social-class placement. 
Table 7. Multiple-Correlation Coefficients and Standard 
Errors of Estimate for Certain Sets of Three 
or More Status Characteristics, for Old Americans 
Set of Status Characteristics 
~ix Characteristics 
Occupation, Amount of Income, 
~ource of Income, Education, 
House Type, Dwelling Area 
Five Characteristics 
Occupation, Amount of Income, 
Source of Income, House Type, 
Dwelling Area 
1 ~-' p. 174. 
Multiple 
Correlation 
with E.P. 
• 9'74 
. 973 
Standard 
Error of 
Estimate 
.98 
1.00 
----
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Table 7. {Concluded) 
Set of Status Characteristics 
Four Characteristics 
Occupation, .source of Income, 
House Type, Dwelling Area 
Three Characteristics: 
Occupation, Source of Income, 
House Type 
Occupation, House Type, 
Dwelling Area 
Occupation, Source of Income, 
Dwelling Area 
Source of Income, House Type, 
Dwelling Area 
Multiple 
correlation 
with E.P. 
.972 
.966 
.964 
.961 
.935 
Standard 
Error of 
Estimate 
1.02 
1.13 
1.16 
1. 20 
1.54 
On the basis of such statistical analysis Warner eliminate4 
amount of income and education as factors from the Index. His 
modified Index of Status Characteristics, the one used in the 
present study, involved four characteristics including occupa-
tion, source of income, house type, and dwelling area. The 
amount of income or education did not add appreciably to the 
predictive power of the Index in estimating social-class place-
ment as obtained by Evaluated Participation procedures. 
Warner's original six-characteristic Index was simply an 
average on the assumption that all six factors were of equal 
importance in predicting social-class participation. Subse-
quent statistical analysis indicated otherwise, so a weighting 
system was devised to account for the different predictive 
power of the four status characteristics involved in the final 
~~~~II'l,d~x ot: Status Characteristics. 
.~~= · ~~~,,-,. -c~cc ____________ . 
Weightings for each factor were determined by means of the 
regression equation. Occupation was weighted twice as much as 
dwelling area, and source of income and house type halfWay be-
tween the other two. The actual regression equation1 was 
Y = .84X1 + .64X3 + .56X5 + .43X6 - 1.14 
where Y was social-class placement on a 15-point scale 
and x1, X~, x5, and x6 were ratings on occupation, 
source of income, house type, and dwelling area, respec-
tively, each on a 7-point scale. 
The slight loss brought about by eliminating education and 
amount of income, components x2 and x4 in the original Index, 
was more than offset by the improvement in the Index with its 
better weighting of the remaining factors. 
The weights assigned to the four status characteristics 
on the basis of the regression equation became 4 for occupation, 
3 for source of income, 3 for house type, and 2 for dwelling 
area. Computation of a single weighted Index of Status Charac-
teristics involved rating each factor on a seven-point scale, 
, multiplying this rating by the correct weight, and totaling 
the weighted ratings. 
The criterion for the validity of the Index of Status 
Characteristics was the actual social-class position and par-
ticipation as determined by the Evaluated Participation tech-
nique applied in the "Jonesville" study by Warner. 
This Evaluated Participation approach combines several 
rating techniques. As Warner2 states: 
-- ------=--=------ --=-=-- -_-- =-:===::::---=. __ --
The method of Evaluated Participation (E.P.), com-
prising several rating techniques, is posed on the proposi-
tions that those who interact in the social system of a 
community evaluate the participation of those around them, 
that the place where an individual participates is evalu-
ated, and that the members of the community are explicitly 
or implicitly aware of the ranking and translate their 
evaluations of such social participation into social-class 
ratings that can be communicated to the investigator. It 
is therefore the duty of the field man to use his inter-
viewing skill to elicit the necessary information and to 
analyze his data with the requisite techniques for deter-
mining social class, thereby enabling the status analyst 
to determine the levels of stratification present and to 
rank any member of the community. 
That an investigator is justified in using the Index of 
Status Characteristics as a measure of status placement in a 
community is revealed by the close agreement of the Index with 
the Evaluated Participation procedure in rating the families 
in 11 Jonesville. 11 As reported previously but repeated here for 
emphasis, the Index of Status Characteristics correlated .972 
with the Evaluated Participation rating of social-class place-
ment in dJonesville.d 
In the present study the use of the Index of Status 
Characteristics is confined to securing a measure of a family's 
community status along a continuum of status placement. No 
effort is made, as Warner did, to translate segments of this 
scale into rigid social-class levels. 
It is important to remember that the status characteristics 
of a socioeconomic nature are effective indicators of community 
status of a si~le family and of literally all the families in 
the community under study. The assumption that Warner had in 
mind, that social-class participation and socioeconomic 
characteristics are determined largely by mutual factors, has 
been borne out by his study in 11Jonesville. 11 
There is every justification for using the Index of Status 
Characteristics in any community. However, such justification 
does not extend over into the assignment of social-class boun-
daries from this Index based on the data of the Jonesville 
study. Warner cautions investigators here, reminding them to 
adjust social-class boundaries as determined from the results 
of the Index to the particular social-class patterning of the 
community. 
Such an adjustment was made in terms of denoting above 
average, average, and below average levels of community status 
in the present study. 
Securing the data on status characteristics.-- Several 
sources and techniques were utilized to secure the status data 
from which ratings were made according to Warner's several 
rating scales. 
The majority of the information concerning the parents' 
occupations and chief sources of income was derived directly 
from the parents themselves through a questionnaire sent to 
the homes by each grade teacher under the auspices of the 
Guidance Department of the school system, If the reader re-
fers to this questionnaire in Appendix E, he will note that 
the head of the family was asked not only to state his occupa-
tion, but to supply a job description of his work on the re-
verse side of the questionnaire. Data regarding the source of 
income were also placed on this questionnaire with types of 
sources listed and the parents asked to check the major source 
of income. A total of 356 questionnaires were returned or 71 
per cent of the study sample. This percentage of return was 
considered slightly above average for such questionnaires for-
warded by the Guidance Department to the parents. 
Several other items of information were asked for on the 
questionnaire since it was the original intent to study the 
population on these factors. However, the study was delimited 
to exclude these variables when upon further research it was 
felt that a more global approach was desirable, and secondly, 
such data on the remaining 29 per cent of the study sample could 
be secured in no other way. The school authorities were not 
willing to have another questionnaire forwarded to the parents. 
For the 27 per cent of the children from whom no ques-
tionnaires were forthcoming the data on occupations and sources 
of income were secured in two ways. The school registration 
cards for September, 19511 on file in the Superintendent's 
office were consulted and the teachers and Guidance Director 
furnished some of this information. 
Naturally, the source of income was inferred from the 
occupation, but this did not prove to be a difficult nor un-
reliable task. The similarity of these occupations with those 
furnished directly from the questionnaires was such as to 
eliminate any 11guesses 11 as to the nature of the work and source 
of the income. 
..... 10 
Table 8 lists the sources of occupation and source of in-
come data. 
Table 8. Sources of Data on Occupation and source of 
Income for the 496 Children in the Study Sample 
Source Number Per Cent 
Parent Questionnaires 356 71 
Registration Cards 117 24 
Teachers & Guidance Director 2~ 5 
All sources 496 100 
Securing adequate data on the type of house in which the 
parents of the children in the study lived was simplified and 
objectified by the cooperation of the City Tax Assessor and the 
City Manager. In April, 1951, a re-evaluation study conducted 
by a private engineering and survey concern was completed. 
Their data cards were made available to the writer through the 
Tax Assessor's office. Certain pertinent information to aid in 
following Warner's classification of house types was noted, and 
a house Form was prepared. A copy of this House Form can be 
found in Appendix F. The following data were secured about 
each home in which the children lived: occupancy, construction, 
size, grade, age, remodeled, condition, number of rooms, and 
whether the house had a heating system, electric lighting, and 
plumbing. While most of this information is self-explanatory, 
a word of explanation about some of the data is necessary. 
The grade refers to the survey engineers' rating of the 
house. Although the actual scale forming tne basis of the 
·1~ 
.... ..L 
rating system is copyrighted, the representative of the company 
did reveal to the writer a verbal description of the categories. 
A rating of AAA is assigned to houses of excellent construction, 
custom-built, architecturally designed and supervised. A house 
rated AA is of high-grade construction, custom designed. A 
house with a rating of A or A- is better than average construc-
tion. A rating of B is given to a home of average construction 
and fair quality. Houses classified as B- are less than average 
in construction. A rating of C is assigned to low-priced 
houses that are cheaply constructed. A house with a rating of 
C- is of poorer quality than those in category C. The category 
Of S.C. refers to summer cottages and other dwelling not de-
signed for year-round residence. 
Occupancy was listed on the summary cards as single, two-
family, multi-family, apartment, stores. The number of rooms 
were listed by floors. For example, 5-3-2 indicates that this 
house contains ten rooms, five on the first floor, three on the 
second, and two on the third. The condition of the home was 
adjudged good, fair, or poor. The criteria for these ratings 
were not available to the writer, nor did it appear in the 
manual of interpretation given the Tax Assessor's office by 
the survey company. However, the writer understands the rat-
ings of condition were based upon a rather complete criteria 
based upon conditions of the structural features and the in-
terior and exterior factors of the house. 
The actual job of securing data from the summary cards 
- ::-=-=-=--~-=:.:.===--- ---------·------- --- ""--===-=--~=--='-.0_- -
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and transforming this information onto the House Form was done 
by the clerk in the Tax Assessor's office. Although permission 
was secured from the officials for this information, the writer 
was not allowed to actually inspect the records in the Tax 
Assessor's office. In such a manner data on house types were 
secured for every child in the study population. 
Securing data relative to the dwelling areas of the study 
population resolved itself into observation, interviews, and 
acquaintance with the community. Aside from obtaining the ad-
dresses of the study population from the grade books and regis-
tration cards, the ratings for dwelling areas were made from 
observation, the pooled judgment of a committee, and with the 
aid of the 1941 zoning map of the City of Keene. 
Rating status characteristics.-- With the necessary data 
gathered on the parents' occupations, sources of income, types 
of houses, and dwelling areas, the next step involved rating 
each of these characteristics along the seven-point scales for 
each characteristic established by Warner. Throughout the 
rating procedure certain modifications were made to promote the 
, validity of the scales for use with the Keene population. Each 
specific change is discussed here along with the actual rating 
procedures used in the study. 
The occupation of the head of the family was the first 
characteristic rated. 1 In rating the occupations Warner's 
1 Warner. ££• £11·• pp. 140-141. 
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Revised Scale for Rating Occupation was employed. Supplementary 
sources consulted in making the occupational ratings included 
d Edwards 11 census volume and the Dictionary of Occupational 
Titles, Part I, 2 and Dictionary of Occupational Titles, Part 
IV.~ These references were used in the following manner. 
Edwards' volume gives a thorough breakdown of skilled, semi-
skilled, and unskilled jobs particularly in industries and thus 
' facilitated ratings particularly in the manual group of occupa-:' 
tiona. The Dictionary of Occupational Titles, Part I, helped 
in becoming acquainted with specific functions of certain job 
titles not always fully explained by the parents on the Parent 
Questionnaires. Use was made of the Dictionary of Occupational
1
, 
Titles, Part IV, to discover divisions between entry and non-
entry types of occupations. However, before proceeding with 
the rating of occupations, certain adjustments in Warner's sc~ 
were made to harmonize with the Keene population. The first 
such change involved assigning all farm owners in Keene a rati~~ 
of three instead of two on Warner's Scale for large farm owners. 
Warner makes no provision for small farm owners on the scale, 
1A, M, Edwards. Alphabetical Index of Occupations by In-
dustries and Social-Economic Groups. U.S. Department of Com-
merce, Bureau of the Census. Wasnington, 1939, 542 p. 
2Dictionary of Occupational Titles, Part I, Definition of 
Titles. U.S, Employment Service, u.s. Department of Labor, 
Division of Occupational Analysis, Government Printing Office. 
Washington, D.C., 1939, 1287 p. 
3Dictionary of Occupational Titles, Part IV, Entry Occupa-, 
tional Classification. U.S. Employment Service, U.S. Depart-
ment of Labor, Division of Occupational Analysis, Government 
=->- J'l'intin,g Office. Washington, D. c., 1944, __ ~42_ p_. __ _ 
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i and Keene farmers do not own large farms, The second change 
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· consisted of limiting all professional workers to the first two ' 
ratings on the scale instead of the first three. Warner's in-
I 
: elusion of certain professional workers in the three-rating did 
, not jibe with the local Keene scene; accordingly, those workers 
.. 
': in the third category were assigned a two rating along with the 
1 other professional workers receiving a two rating on the scale. 
The status distinction between ratings of one and two is more 
clearly discernable and was retained. Warner's scale was not 
1, entirely clear as to the differential rating of skilled workers,, 
•i WhO owned their own business or were foreman and skilled 
workers who worked for others or were not foremen. A distinc-
tion was made between the two types of workers with the former 
group receiving a four rating and the latter group a five 
rating. The distinction between semi-skilled and unskilled, on. 
the other hand, was clearly indicated by the scale and followed~ 
In clerical and kindred occupations Warner did not indicate the 
rating assigned to traveli~g and wholesale salesmen. These 
workers were assigned a rating of three, a rating below real 
estate and insurance salesmen, but a rating higher than sales 
' people in dry goods stores. 
According to Warner's scale, proprietors and managers of 
businesses are rated along business valuation lines. such 
data were not available to the writer. However, the distinc-
tion between these workers was easily made from the writer's 
knowledge of the particular business concerns. The only 
difficulty occurred in the few cases where it was necessary to 
distinguish between businesses valued from $5,000 to $20,000 
' and $20,000 to $75,000. In these few cases reference was made 
to the type of house and dwelling area in which the owner lived · 
and the rating made with this information available. Actually, 
this problem did not occur frequently. Most of the population 
sampled was clearly recognized. Owners of large food markets, 
department stores, insurance companies, and industrial concerns 
fell readily into a one or two rating. Owners of neighborhood 
grocery stores and small filling stations were assigned three 
ratings. However, there were a few borderline cases, such as 
some furniture concerns and clothing stores where the writer 
li could not clearly distinguish between ratings two and three • 
. I 
It was in these instances that consultation of other status 
:1 characteristics was made and ratings assigned accordingly. 
;! The revised occupational scale is listed in Table 9. Com-
parison with Warner 1 s1 scale may be made by consulting his 
manual. 
1warner. ££. £!i., pp. 140-141. 
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Table 9. Revised Occupational Rating Scale 
Professional Occupations 
Workers are ass.igned to two of the seven catego-
ries on rating scale. 
Rating 1 - Lawyers, doctors, dentists, engineers, 
judges, school superintendents, veter-
inarians, ministers graduated from 
divinity school, chemists and others 
with post-graduate training, architects 
Rating 2 - Teachers, trained nurses, social work-
ers, chiropodists, chiropractors, un-
dertakers, newspaper editors, librar-
ians with training, optometrists, 
ministers with some or no training 
Proprietors and Managers 
Workers are assigned to six of the seven catego-
ries on the rating scale. 
Rating 1 - Business valued at $75,000 and over 
Rating 2 - Business valued at $20,000 to $75,000 
Rating 3 - Business valued at $5,000 to $20,000 
Rating 4 - Business valued at $2,000 to $5,000 
Rating 5 - Business valued at $500 to $2,000 
Rating 6 - Business valued at less than $500 
Business men 
Workers are assigned to three of the seven catego-
ries on the rating scale. 
Rating 1 - Regional and divisional managers of 
large financial and industrial enter-
prises 
Rating 2 - Assistant managers and office and de-
partment managers of large businesses, 
assistants to executives 
i Rating 3 - All minor officials of business 
-=-±::-- --- --- --- ·--:-=:-:-:~- ------=-~=---=--=-
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Table 9. (Continued) 
Clerks and Kindred Workers 
Workers are assigned to five of the seven catego-
ries on the rating scale. 
Rating 1 - Certified Public Accountants 
Rating 2 -Accountants, salesmen of realestate and 
insurance, postmasters 
Rating 3 - Auto salesmen, bank clerks and cashiers, 
wholesale and traveling salesmen, postal 
clerks, secretaries to executives, super-
visors of railroad and telephone, jus-
tices of the peace 
Rating 4 - Stenographers, bookkeepers, rural mail 
clerks, mail carriers, railroad ticket 
agents, sales people in dry good stores 
Rating 5 - Dime store clerks, hardware salesmen, 
beauty operators, telphone operators 
Manual Workers 
Workers are assigned to five of the seven catego-
ries on the rating scale. 
Rating 3 - Contractors 
Rating 4 - Factory foremen; electricians, plumbers, 
carpenters, watchmakers owning business 
Rating 5- Edward's Category 4 (skilled workers) 
with the exceptions listed in Rating 4; 
telephone or telegraph lineman; radio 
repairmen; timekeepers; carpenters, 
plumbers and electricians working for 
others 
Rating 6 - Moulders, semi-skilled workers, assis-
tants to skilled manual workers, and 
Edwards' Categories 5 (semi-skilled 
workers) and 6 (farm laborers) 
Rating 7 - Heavy labor, migrant work, odd-job men, 
miners, Edwards' Category 7 (unskilled 
laborers) 
-- - ------ -------------- - -----·-
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Table 9. (Concluded) 
Protective and Service Workers 
Workers are assigned to four of the seven catego-
ries on the rating scale. 
Rating 4 - Dry cleaners, butchers, sheriffs, rail-
road engineers and conductors 
Rating 5- Barbers, firemen, butcher's appren-
tices, practical nurses, policemen, 
seamstresses, cooks in restaurant, bar-
tenders 
Rating 6 - Baggage men, night policemen and watch-
men, taxi and truck drivers, gas sta-
tion attendants, waitresses in res-
taurant 
Rating 7 - Janitors, scrub women, newsboys 
Farmers 
Workers are assigned to six of tne seven catego-
ries on the rating scale. 
Rating 1 - Gentlemen farmers 
Rating 2 - Large farm owners 
Rating 3 - Small farm owners 
Rating 5 - Tenant farmers 
Rating 6 - Small tenant farmers or farm laborers 
Rating 7 - Migrant farm laborers 
To check the reliability of these ratings a random sample 
of 25 Parent Questionnaires was made in each grade and the oc-
cupations independently rated by another investigator. This 
investigator was instructed as to the nature of Warner's 
rating scale, furnished Edwards' volume and the Dictionary of 
Occupational Titles, Parts I and IV. By consulting this rater-
reliability table in Appendix D, it will be noted that 100 per 
cent agreement occurred. Since every attempt was made to ob-
jectify the rating before proceeding and with clear-cut divi-
i 
sionson the scale and helpful instruments aiding classification. 
it is not surprising that perfect reliability of rating occurred 
on these seventy-five cases. 
No modification of Warner's scale was made in rating 
sources of income, the second status characteristic. 
From the 71 per cent of Parent Questionnaires returned, 
the proper rating was automatically and quickly discernable and 
made. In those cases where the source of income had to be in-
ferred from the occupation gained by other means such as regis-. 
tration cards and teachers, the source of income ratings were 
made by identifying similar occupations with parent-indicated 
sources and by the knowledge of how income is derived. Ob-
viously owners of businesses and farms receive their income 
from profits and are assigned a rating of three. Professional 
people are either paid a fee for services or a yearly salary 
and accordingly are given ratings of three or four on the scale,. 
Skilled, semi-skilled, and unskilled workers are paid wages 
either on an hourly, weekly, or piece-rate basis and are given 
a rating of five. White-collar workers likewise receive a 
rating of five being paid on an hourly rate by the week. 
i There 
were very few one and two ratings in the population, and these i 
sources of income, inherited and earned wealth, were 
-=-----~:.:!1 ----
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by the parents although they could have been easily identified 
by reputation alone. In cases of private and public relief a 
surprising number of the families indicated this fact. Where 
such was not the case, the information was furnished by the 
children's teachers and the Guidance Department. 
An interpreted copy of Warner's source-of-income rating 
scale appears in Table 10. 
Table 10. Source of Income Rating Scalea 
Rating Description 
1 Inherited wealth. Highest prestige since it 
implies that there has been money in the fam-
ily for several generations. Money derived 
from savings and investments or business en-
terprises inherited from earlier generation. 
2 Earned wealth. Have made large amount of 
money and are able to retire and live com-
fortably on their earnings. Savings and in-
vestments earned by present generation. Not 
too old to work but considerable wealth 
freeing them from work. 
3 Profits and fees. Includes money which is 
paid to professional men tor servicsand ad-
vice. Also includes money made by owners or 
businesses tor sale of goods and services. 
Royalties paid to writers, musicians. 
4 Salary. This is a regular income paid tor 
services on a monthly or yearly basis. 
Category also includes the commission type 
or salary paid to salesmen. 
5 Wages. This is distinguished from salary 
since the amount is determined by an hourly 
rate. It is usually paid on a daily or 
weekly rate. Also includes wages on a 
piece-rate basis. 
Table 10. (Concluded} 
a 
Rating Description 
6 Private relief. Money paid by friends or 
relatives for the sake of friendship or be-
cause of family ties. Includes money given 
by churches, associations, when the agency 
does not reveal the names of those getting 
help. 
7 Public relief and ~-respectable income. 
Includes money received from a government 
agency or semi-private charity organization 
which does not mind revealing names of those 
getting help. Non-respectable income in-
cludes money made from illegal occupation. 
After Warner, .2.P• ill·, pp. 139-140. 
Again rater-reliability was checked by having an independ-.' 
ent investigator rate the sources of income on a random selec-
tion of seventy-five cases, twenty-five from each grade. The 
writer's ratings and those of the investigator appear in the 
rater-reliability table in Appendix D. Again 100 per cent 
agreement in rating between the writer and investigator was 
secured. 
As already indicated, the process of rating the houses of 
the population was objectified by establishing a criteria for 
rating based on data found on the summary cards in the Tax 
Assessor's office of Keene. 
Once this data had been secured, it was necessary to ad-
just the data to Warner's seven-point rating scale. The 
process was handled by having the writer and three other in-
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vestigators including the Guidance Director, a school counselor, 
and a real estate agent jointly decide on classifying these 
data into the s~ven categories of house types as listed by 
Warner. The Assessor's grade, occupancy, and condition of the 
house provided the basis for establishing ratings from one 
through seven on the scale. These factors were paramount in 
revealing status differences with respect to house types on the 
basis of Warner's investigation. The Assessor's Grade closely 
paralleled Warner's divisions according to house size and qual-
ity. Occupancy provided information very valuable since 
Warner's scale involved assigning a lower status rating to a 
house originally intended for occupancy by one family but con-
verted into a multiple-family dwelling. The data on the con-
dition of the house enabled sensitivity of rating and accounted 
for Warner's emphasis upon condition rather than size, particu-
larly at the lower-rating levels. 
To facilitate the rating procedure, the writer established 
a rating scale based upon a synthesis of Warner's criteria 
and the evaluation data on the House Forms. Each member of the 
rating committee then took this scale along with Warner's in-
structions and pr~eded to rate the houses. On three instances 
there was a divergence from the writer's original classifica-
tion. The writer assigned a rating of 3 to A or A- houses of 
multiple occupancy in good condition. The second rater as-
signed a rating of 4, while the third and fourth raters agreed 
with the writer in assigning a rating of 3. It was mutually 
-----:-;:.----
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agreed to rate these houses 3. The writer and the second rater 
assigned to C houses of multiple occupancy in good condition a 
! rating of 6, while the third and fourth raters classified these 
' houses as 7. Since C houses of multiple occupancy in poor con-
dition should have been rated lower than those houses in good 
' condition, it was agreed to rate these houses as 6 instead of 7; 
The writer rated apartments with stores in fair and poor condi-
tion as 6, but the other committee members assigned it a rating 
of 7. It was agreed to hold to the 7 rating. 
In such a manner a rating scale was established that made 
use of the objective data furnished from the re-evaluation 
study, but at the same time fitted into Warner's original 
definitions of the various positions on the scale. The writer 
feels considerable more reliability and validity can be placed 
in this objectified procedure based upon concrete data than 
the less exacting technique of observing the houses and making 
a categorical rating from this superficial observation. 
Warner's House Type Rating Scale and the House Type Rating' 
Scale as modified for this study appear in Tables 11 and 12, 
respectively. 
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Table 11. 
Rating 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
House-Type Rating Scalea 
House-Type Description 
Excellent houses. Includes only houses which 
are large single-family dwellings in good 
repair and surrounded by large lawns and 
yards which are landscaped and well cared for. 
These houses have an element of ostentation 
with respect to size, architectural style, 
and general condition of yards and lawns. 
Very good houses. Roughly, this includes all 
houses which do not quite measure up to the 
first category. Primary difference is one of 
size. Slightly smaller, but still larger 
than utility demands for the average family. 
Good houses. Only slightly larger than 
utility demands. More conventional and leas 
ostentatious than the two higher categories. 
Average houses. One-and-a-half to two-story 
wood-frame and brick single-family dwellings. 
Conventional style, with lawns well cared 
for but not landscaped. 
Fair houses. In general includes houses 
whose condition not as good as those houses 
given a 4 rating. Also includes smaller 
houses in excellent condition. 
6 Poor houses. Badly run-down but could be 
repaired. 
7 Very poor houses. Houses deteriorated so 
far that they cannot be repaired. Unhealthy 
and unsafe to live in. All buildings not 
originally intended for dwellings. 
aAfter Warner, ~· ~·• pp. 149-150. 
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t:able 12. Revised House-Type Rating Scale 
Single Multiple Single Mul.tiple 
Residence Residence Residence Residence 
Fair & Good Fair & Good Poor Poor 'Ramer's 
Assessor's Grade Condition Condition Condition Condition Rating 
X l 
AAA or AA, large X 2 
custom-built X 3· 
X 4 
A or A-, above X 2 
average, not as large X 3 
as AA or J.AA, but in X 4 
excess of utility X 5 
X 3 
B, average and good X 4 
construction X 5 
X 6 
B-, average, fair X 4 X 5 quality, 1J:2 story, X 6 frame or brick X 6 
X ~ c or c-, cheap X 
construction X 7 I 
X 7 I 
s.c., not year-round 
x X X X 7 dwelling, but used 
Apartments and room- Good condition 
ing houses, without X 4 
stores Poor conditioll 
X 6 
Apartments and room- Good condition 
ing houses with X 5 
stores and offices Poor conditio11 
-
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Rating the dwelling areas, the fourth status characteris-
tic of Warner's scale, involved determining and rating the 
various ecological units in Keene. 
The first step in this process was to secure the very 
latest zoning map of Keene. The 1941 zoning map was available 
on public sale, but an original revised map for 1948 was ob-
tained from the city Engineer's office. This 1948 map of Keene 
is divided into the following districts: 
green - areas of single residence and agriculture 
yellow - areas of general residence 
red - business areas 
blue - industrial areas 
purple - unrestricted areas 
Since this original map could not be retained by the writer, a 
copy of the 1941 zoning map was modified and brought up to date,. 
This revised map was used then in charting the various ecolo-
gical areas of Keene. 
Like most New England communities, ecological development 
is a product more of tradition and early settlement with grad-
ual change rather than a community planned and organized with 
land grants as characteristic of the mid-west. So the zoning 
• 
map of Keene when divided into ecological units resembles a 
patchwork quilt instead of an ordered geometric pattern. Al-
though this complicated the task of establishing the ecological 
areas, it in no way detracted from the validity of rating since 
the complication was a matter of scattering rather than un-
definable areas. In fact, Warner states that the finer the 
community is divided into its sub-areas of prestige, the more 
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valid the Index of Status Characteristics on this particular 
component. With this revised zoning map as a guide, the city 
of Keene was broken down into areas of varying prestige status 
using Warner's scale. Before discussing the actual procedures 
of rating in Keene, a word about the patterning of status areas 
is in order. Keene's ecological development is a product of 
historical development and accounts for the belt-like areas of 
' higher-status rating cutting across other ecological units of 
less prestige. In general, these belt areas including Main, 
Court, and Washington Streets were the first and therefore have: 
remained the dominant streets in the city's history. Subse-
quent development of the city has seen four things occur. The 
areas between these dominant streets restricted to single 
residence enjoy more prestige than those areas open to unre-
stricted development. In these unrestricted areas factories 
and tenament houses for the factory workers have mushroomed. 
The business and industrial area gradually moved in on the 
first residential areas of Keene starting up Court, Washington, 
Roxbury, and West Streets, and down Main Street. So, today 
the business and industrial area spreads about the square and 
part way along each of these large streets in Keene. This 
development, not restricted to any one area, in large part ac-
counts for the scattering of and the number of units in the 
city. Most recently new housing developments have occurred in 
the outer districts of the city. Yet even these already re-
veal status differences. The Edgewood, Upper Elm, and Fox-
-: __ ---4 
circle areas consist of new homes in excess of utility and 
custom-built. The homes arising in the Symonds School develop-
ment and along Pearl Street are relatively smaller and more 
cheaply constructed. 
The procedure of dividing Keene into its ecological areas 
and rating these areas according to status paralleled the tech-
niques utilized in rating the houses of the children in the 
population. With the aid of the modified zoning map, by ob-
servation about the city, and from an acquaintance with Keene 
of 15 years, most of which in residence, the writer divided 
Keene into its apparent ecological units and rated these units 
along the lines of Warner's scale. A copy of Warner's Dwelling-
Area Rating Scale appears in Table 13. To check on the relia-
bility and validity of these ratings, the writer again asked 
the panel of three investigators to cooperate. These people 
were the same individuals who assisted in rating the houses. 
Each investigator was instructed as to Warner's dwelling area 
scale, given the zoning map of Keene, and asked to check the 
writer's division of Keene into the 29 ecological areas and to 
rate these areas according to the scale. 
With but slight changes involving inclusions or exclusion 
of certain streets along the boundary lines of different areas, 
the committee agreed with the division of Keene by the writer. 
However, two new areas of development, Upper Elm and Foxcircle 
were added to the map, thus increasing the number of ecological 
units to 31. 
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Table 13. Dwelling Area Rating Scalea 
Rating Area Description 
1 Very high. Usually includes but one area in 
the community. Residents aware that this 
area has a high status reputation. The best 
homes in town located in such an area. 
2 ~· Dwelling areas felt to be superior and 
well above average but a little below the top 
in reputation. Fewer pretentious houses in 
such districts than in the first. however, 
the chief difference is one of reputation. 
3 Above average. 
cial reputation 
tific observer. 
homes. 
A little above 
and to the eye 
Nice, but not 
average in so-
of the scien-
pretentious 
4 Average. Areas of workingmen's homes, small 
and unpretentious, but neat in appearance. 
Respectable people in town live here, but not 
society. 
5 Below average. All areas in this group are 
undesirable because they are close to fac-
tories, include the business section of town, 
or are close to the railroad. More run-down 
houses. 
6 Low. Areas are run-down and semi-slums. 
Houses set close together. Some of streets 
not paved. 
7 Very low. Slum districts, the areas with 
the poorest reputation in town. social 
stigma attached to those who live there. 
aAfter Warner, ££· £11·• pp. 153-154. 
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In general, there was complete agreement among the writer 
and three other investigators as to the rating assigned each 
area in Keene. The exceptions to agreement occurred, as might 
be expected, in the middle of the scale when rating areas 
either 4 or 5. As may be seen in Table 14, five such disagree-
ments occurred. However, the range of differences in rating 
was but a single unit on the scale. In four of the five cases, 
a three-to-one ratio occurred and the rating assigned by the 
three members was retained. In one case, the Lower Marlboro-
Belmont area, the group split evenly with two members assigning 
a rating of 4 to this area and two, a rating of 5. The writer 
again observed this section and informally asked various citi-
zens questions about this section of town. After this investi-
gation, it was decided to change the writer's original rating 
of 5 to 4. 
With respect to those areas rated 6 and 7 in Keene it 
should be pointed out that such ratings are relative. These 
sections do represent the areas of lowest prestige in the com-
munity, but most of the areas are not semi-slum districts in 
the strictest sense as defined by Warner. tiowever, on the 
scale they were thought of by the committee and are recognized 
by the community as the least desirable places to live in 
Keene. 
A copy of the 1941 zoning map with status ratings for the i 
ecological areas appears in Appendix tl. 
~-•-
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Table 14. Dwelling-Area Ratings for Keene 
Dwelling Area 
Description 
Lower Court-School Street 
Edgewood section 
Blossom Extension-Country 
Club area 
Lower Main Street 
Washington Street 
Upper Elm, new development 
Fox Circle, new development 
South Lincoln-Lower Beech 
Hill section 
Teachers College-Hospital 
section 
Wheelock triangle area 
Lower Ward 4 area 
Ward 3 above Mechanic to 
North and Woodbury 
Portland and Upper Court 
Park Avenue-Symonds area 
East side of High School 
between Roxbury and Beaver 
Blake Street-Winchester area 
Lower Marlboro-Belmont area 
Upper Ward 3 area 
Central Square area to 
Mechanic 
Arlington 
Woodlawn Cemetery section 
Upper Church and Roxbury 
section 
South Main Street near 
Ashuelot Branch 
Mathews Road area 
Cleveland School area 
Marlboro-Water area 
Winchester from Ralston to 
Mathews Road 
Emerald Street-Industrial 
North End 
south Keene 
Dunbar to lower Church and 
Roxbury 
Rater Rater Rater Rater Final 
1 2 3 4 rating 
1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
4 
4 
4 
4 
5 
5 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
6 
6 
6 
6 
7 
1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
4 
3 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
6 
6 
6 
6 
7 
1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
6 
6 
6 
6 
7 
1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
6 
6 
6 
6 
7 
1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
6 
6 
6 
6 
7 
Lower Court Street and School Street are 11 the 11 areas in 
Keene. tlere are found the best houses in town; the lawns are 
large and landscaped; the streets are wide and clean. The 
residents are well aware that this area has high status repu-
tation. 
Edgewood, the Country Club area, Fox Circle, Upper-Elm, 
and lower Main and Washington Streets are very nice places to 
live. These areas are felt to be superior and well above 
average but a little below the top. Here you find less pre-
tentious houses but larger than utility. If you have the money 
to build a nice home in Keene, the chances are you would build 
it in one of these newer areas. You might want to build on 
Court Street and ~chool Street, but you can't. There's no 
land to be had. 
Those areas rated 3 like South Lincoln, Teachers College 
section, Wheelock and lower Ward 4 are known as good sections 
in town. Single residences occur here and although the lawns 
and homes aren't pretentious, they're neat and larger than the 
average family needs. 
Those sections of Keene assigned a rating of 4 or average 
are populated with small and unpretentious homes or larger 
houses converted to multi-family dwellings. If you live be-
tween Court and Washington Streets or out in West Keene, you 
live in a reputable section of town, but it's not like living 
directly on Washington or Court Street or about the Country 
Club out in West Keene. 
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Areas carrying a 5 rating like Marlboro Street and the 
Cleveland School section and Central Square are below average 
in terms of prestige. Here you begin to find a more hetero-
geneous population and these people live close to the factories, 
railroad, and business section. Living in apartments around 
Central Square or houses on Marlboro Street gives you less 
prestige in Keene. 
If you come from the North End, Emerald Street way, or 
from South Keene, you are from the poorer sections and enjoy 
very little prestige. In fact, there is somewhat of a stigma 
attached to these areas. Your prestige is even less should 
you hail from the Church Street-Dunbar section just off Main 
Street in the business and industrial areas. 
Computing the Indices of Status Characteristics from 
these ratings of each status characteristic followed easily 
and according to Warner's specifications. nowever, one addi-
tional innovation was made, which requires explanation. 
Computing Indices of Status Characteristics.-- The rating 
on each status characteristic was multiplied by the specified 
weight for the characteristic. As explained when describing 
the Index of Status Characteristics, occupation is weighted by 
4, source of income and type of house by 3, and the dwelling 
area by 2. Summating these four weighted characteristics give~ 
a total weighted rating which is the Index of Status Character-
istics. One additional step was taken to facil~tate later 
treatment of the data. The lower the Index rating is, the 
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:i higher the status according to Warner's scale, Since the other 
variables against which this Index was compared were of reverse 
magnitude, i,e,, the higher the Differential Indices, the 
greater the degree of overachievement or the lower the indices, 
the greater degree of underachievement, theindices of Status 
Characteristics were transformed in a linear fashion to ad.jnst 
the scale from low to high corresponding to low status to high 
status, This process was accomplished by subtracting the com-
puted I.s.c. from a constant of 100, For example, the highest 
I,S.C. rating on Warner's Scale is 12. Subtracted from 100, 
this I.s.c. is expressed as 88. The lowest I.S.C. is 84. Sub-
tracted from 100, this I.S.C, is expressed as 16. In such a 
fashion all indices of status cnaracteristics were converted to 
conform with the order of magnitude of all variables in the 
stUdy. 
Establishing status levels.-- To fUrther describe the 
study population according to community status, each grade 
sample was divided into three levels of community status on the 
basis of I.S.C, ratings. This division was made according to 
the frequency of status ratings on each Characteristic in 
Keene. This frequency is the clue to above average, average, 
and below average status in Keene, Although the frequency 
tabulations appear later, an indication here of how the break-
down occurred is helpful. Persons receiving an I.S.C. rating 
of 56 and above were considered as having above-average status 
; ~ ..... ,... 
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in Keene, Those parents with I.S.C. ratings between 38 and 55 
inclusive, were thought of as having average community status, 
while children with I.s.c. ratings of 37 or lower fell in the 
group possessing below-average community status. 
These I.S.C. points of demarkation were determined by 
computing the I.S.C. for the lowest rating of each character-
istic in each status level. Occupational ratings of 1 to 3, 
source of income ratings 1 to 4, house-type ratings of 1 to 4, 
and dwelling-area ratings 1 to 4 were assigned above-average 
status in Keene. Occupational ratings 4 and 5, source-of-
income rating of 5, type-of-house rating of 5, and dwelling-
area ratings of 5 and 6 constituted average status. Occupation-
al ratings 6 and 7, source-of-income ratings 6 and 7, types of 
, houses rated 6 and 7, and dwelling area rated 7 were placed in 
below-average status. 
I; 
I 
,, 
,, 
,, 
!I 
!I ii 
-_ _:-_: _ _:___--=--- o·_· .. 
Testing the Null-Hypotheses of the Study 
With the data gathered, teats scored, Differential Indices 
and Indices of Status Characteristics computed, null-hypotheses 
were postulated in order to obtain a solution to the problem 
this study investigates, namely, "What is the effect of com-
munity status upon the differential achievement of children in 
the fourth, sixth, and eighth grades?" 
Statement of the null-hypotheses.-- To solve the problems 
this study raises the following null-hypotheses were framed: 
l. There is no significant relationship between the 
Differential Indices for each academic skill and 
subject-matter variable and the Indices of Status 
Characteristics in each grade. 
2. There are no observable differences in these rela-
tionships within each grade. 
3. There are no observable differences in these rela-
tionships between grades four, six, and eigpt. 
Statistical techniques involved.-- To either accept or re-
ject these stated null-hypotheses certain statis~ical tech-
niques were employed. Before describing these procedures, 
certain other descriptive and sampling statistics snould be 
discussed in connection with their use in describing the per-
formance of the study sample on tne Pintner General Ability 
Test and Stanford Achievement Batteries and in the computation 
of Differential Indices of Achievement and Indices of Status 
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The study sample's performance on all variables is de-
scribed by computing the means and standard deviations of the 
distributions of scores. Where the data were correlated, means 
and standard deviations were secured in the process of calcula-
ting the Pearson Product-Moment coefficients of correlation 
with the Durost-Walker Correlation Chart. The computation of 
means and st~ndard deviations of the study sample's performance 
on the Stanford subtest scores before conversion into the 
' Pintner score distribution was accomplished by using the followr 
ing formulae for grouped data: 
11 = A./1. -r I (i,tJ} 
rr- i v ~tdz- (-lJdl 
The sampling error of these statistics was checked by the 
following formulae: 
In setting up categories of overachievement, normal 
achievement, and underachievement from the Differential Indices 
; 
of Achievement for each variable in each grade, the standard 
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error of estimate of one score from another was calculated and 
the demarkation lines of achievement categories were drawn at 
these points on the scale of Differential Indices of Achieve-
ment. The formula for the standard error of estimate follows; 
If, for example, a youngster's Differential Index of Achieve-
ment (D.I.) on the Paragraph Meaning variable is 62 and the 
standard error of estimate is 10, then this youngster is con-
sidered an overachiever, because his Differential Index exceeds. 
50+ 10 or 60. His D.I. is beyond the standard error of esti-
mate. If, on the other hand, the youngster's D.I. is 32 and 
the standard error of estimate is 10, then the youngster is an 
underachiever, because his score of 32 is below 50 - 10 or 40. ' 
His D.I. of 32 is beyond the error of estimate. If his D.I. 
is between 40 to 60, then his D.I. is not beyond the standard 
error of estimate, and he is thought of as a normal achiever. 
To test the first null-hypothesis, that there is no rela-
tionship between the Differential Indices of Achievement and 
the Indices of Status Characteristics in each grade, Pearson 
Product-Moment coefficients of correlation were computed since 
all the variables showed a rectilinear relationship. These 
coefficients were computed with the Durost-Walker Correlation 
Chart providing a series of mathematical checks for accuracy. 
To test the significance of these coefficients, standard errors 
- ~;--------=--oc----oo-
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or all the coefficients were computed by using Kelley'sl for-
mula given below: 
The statistical significance or the obtained correlations 
between the Differential Indices or Achievement and Indices of 
Status Characteristics and also the Pintner Median standard 
: scores with the comparable Stanford subtest scores and Indices 
or Status Characteristics is determined by testing the null-
hypothesis or no significant relationship by applying the test 
or significance. 
The steps in this process involve multiplying the standard 
error or "r" by the confidence limits or the level or signifi-
cance being used to determine the minimum coefficient or corre-
lation significant for the sampling population. Any coefficient 
failing to equal or exceed this coefficient is not significant 
at the chosen level of confidence, and the hypothesis cannot be 
rejected. Any coefficient, however, equal to or greater than 
this minimum coefficient is significantly different from zero 
at this level or probability and indicative or a statistically 
significant relationship. The null-hypothesis in this instance; 
' 
is rejected. 
For a confid~nce level or .05% a T ratio or 1.96 is re-
quired. For a confidence level or .Ol% a T ratio or 2.58 is 
1T. L. Kelley. Fundamentals of Statistics. Harvard Uni-
versity Press. Cambridge, 1947, p. 360. 
:: 
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.1 used, and for a level of .001% a T ratio of 3.00 is demanded. 
In this study the coefficients of correlation between the 
Pintner Median Standard Scores and the converted Stanford sub-
.. ~ 
test scores were tested at the .001% level of significance • 
.i tlowever, the coefficients of correlation between the I.s.c.•s 
and D.I. 1 i were tested both at the .01% and .05% levels of 
confidence with the coefficients held to be significant if they 
reached the .05% level of confidence. 
In testing the second and third null-hypotheses that no 
observable differences in these relationships are occurring 
within each grade and between the three grades, no actual sta-
tistical tests were applied. It cannot be assumed that the 
study population is a truly random sample of the universe; 
therefore, the critical ratio technique based upon random 
sampling does not hold. However, differences between the co-
efficients are reported, and if these differences between sig-
nificant correlations are large enough to be logically signifi-
cant, then the null-hypotheses are said to be rejected and a 
meaningful difference in relationships occurring either within 
each grade or between the grades. 
As can be noted, the treatment of the data in this study 
involved three stages. First, descriptive statistics were 
utilized to describe the study samples in their performance on 
the measuring instruments and to describe the study samples 
with respect to the community-status ratings. Second, both 
descriptive and sampling statistics were employed to establish 
'I 
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from original data the Differential Indices of Achievement and 
·• the Indices of Status Characteristics for the study populations., 
1 Third, sampling statistics were utilized in testing the null-
hypotheses framed to answer the questions this study raises. 
The study populations in the fourth, sixth, and eighth 
:·grades were held intact, and each statistical test was applied 
' 
!separately for each graded population. 
With the problem stated, similar research reviewed, the 
,: community described, and the procedures of research explained, 
,, 
the results of the investigation are now reported in Chapter V 
with the interpretation and limitations of these results dis-
cussed in Chapter VI. 
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CHAPTER V 
RESULTS OF RESEARCH 
In analyzing the data a description or the sample is pre-
sented together with the results or the statistical tests ap-
plied in securing answers to the problems raised in this inves-
tigation. 
Description of the Sample 
Is the sample typical of the national population in terms 
or scholastic aptitude and achievement? What is the nature of 
the sample's differential achievement and community status? In 
order to report with meaning any effect community status may 
be having upon differential achievement, these facts must be 
known about the sample. In describing the sample's performance. 
and characteristics, the results are usually reported for each 
grade group and then compositely tor all three grades. 
Scholastic aptitude test performance.-- Tne first variable 
under consideration is the Pintner General Ability Test. Table 
15 describes the sample's performance on this measure in terms 
or the central tendencies and variations on the Median Standard 
Score distributions. The Pintner Median Standard Score is the 
unit employed to summarize a child's performance on all parts 
ot the Intermediate Form of the test. 
; 4" 
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Table 15. Performance ot the Sample 1n Each Grade on 
the Pintner General Ability Test 
Age 
fm ~ dd" Grade Norm )( 
Score 
4 (N=l34) 131 1:56.83 ± .99 11.34 ±.69 
6 (N=l58) 148 147.68 ±1.09 13.70 ±.76 
8 (11=204) 163 163.25 ±1.12 16.00 -J:.79 
Mental growth is easily discernable in the progressive in-
crements ot mean scores from grade to grade. The increase in 
standard deviations is not surprising since the cumulative 
effect of promotion and retardation are factors increasing the 
heterogeneity ot the population yearly in each successive grade. 
This would be particularly reflected in a test ot scholastic 
aptitude. 
Although actual mean chronological ages were not computed 
tor each sample, reterence to the chronological age norms ot 
the Pintner General Ability Test in Table 15 indicates the 
children in each grade performed at or slightly above the norm 
tor their estimated average ages. At the time ot testing it is 
predicted that the average chronological ages were as follows: 
9 years and 9 months 1n grade tour, 11 years and 9 months in 
grade six, and 13 years and ~ months in grade eight. The 
scores cited in Table 15 are those found at these three age 
levels in the normative tables of the Pintner General Ability 
Test. 
When the mean scores of the sample are converted into 
deviation I.Q. 1 s as listed in the normative tables of the 
Pintner test, the grade four population has an average I.Q. of 
107, while the average I.Q. for the sixth and eighth-grade 
samples is exactly 100. 
A conservative conclusion is the sample's average scholas-
tic aptitude in each grade is similar to the aptitude of the 
national population used in establishing normative data for the 
Pintner General Ability Teat. The standard errors of the means 
and standard deviations are small enough to allow accurate de-
scription and the conclusion that the performance at each 
level is highly reliable. 
Achievement test performance.-- To describe the perform-
ance of each sample on the Stanford Achievement Test Batteries, 
the means and standard deviations of the equated-score distri-
butions are listed tor each grade. Mean scores are then com-
pared to the grade-equivalent norms. The performance or the 
sample in grade tour is reported in Table 16. 
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Table 16. Performance of the 134 Students 1n Grade 
Four on the Stanford Achievement SUb-Tests 
Sub-Tests M Om ~ (!; 
Paragraph Meaning 41.35 ± .so 9.24 :1:.57 
Word Meaning 42.07 ± .83 9.60 :t.59 
Language Usage 42.51 ±1.03 11.85 ±.73 
Arithmetic Reasoning 39.16 ± .~ 7,20 :1:.44 
Arithmetic Computation 41.12 ± .45 5.16 :1;,32 
Literature 44.45 t .96 11.01 :1:.68 
Social Studies I 42.29 ± .70 8.07 t.50 
Social Studies II 43.57 ± .69 7.92 t.49 
Elementary Science 43.99 ±1.12 12.87 t.79 
Spelling 43.91 t .96 11.07 ±.68 
A six-point variance in mean performance on the Stanford 
Sub-Test performance can be noted with the fourth-grade sample 
averaging lowest on the Arithmetic Reasoning test and highest 
on the Literature variable. The mean performance on the sub-
ject-matter tests is Slightly higher than that achieved on the 
skill tests. However, the difference is small. The group 
varies considerably around this relatively consistent mean 
performance. The greatest amount of variation occurs on the 
tests of Elementary Science, Language Usage, Literature, and 
Spelling with the smallest deviations being recorded for dis-
tributions of equated scores on the Arithmetic Computation, 
Arithmetic Reasoning, social Studies I, and Social Studies II 
tests. 
In comparing the performance of the fourth-grade sample 
to grade-equivalent norms on the Stanford Achievement Battery, 
it must be remembered that modal-age norms are used, i.e., the 
norms were computed tor only those students who were at grade 
four age. The sample in this study includes all children in 
the grade whether at modal age or not. The Stanford teats were 
administered to th~ fourth grade students in the seventh month 
ot the school year. Therefore, the point or reference in the 
grade-equivalent tables becomes 4.7. 
Table 17 shows the equated scores, grade equivalents, and 
grade-equivalent norms tor the fourth grade sample and the 
normative population. 
Table 17. Performance of the 134 Students in 
Grade Four on the Stanford Sub-Testa 
Compared to Grade-Eqnivalent Norma 
Norm 
Sub-Test Mean Grade Score 
Score Equiv. at 4.7 
Paragraph Meaning 41.35 4.6 42 
Word Meaning 42.07 4.6 43 
Language Usage 42.51 4.7 43 
Arithmetic Reasoning 39.16 4.1 44 
Arithmetic Computation 41.12 4.5 43 
Literature 44.45 5.0 42 
Social StUdies I 42.29 4.1 47 
Social Studies II 43.57 4.4 47 
Elementary Science ~.99 5.0 42 
Spelling 43.91 4.7 44 
The fourth-grade sample appears to be at the norm in the 
majority of the Stanford tests. However, four sub-tests do 
! fluctuate widely from the established grade-equivalent norms. 
' t:--
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Arithmetic Reasoning and Social Studies I show a six-months' 
deficit, while Literature and Elementary Science performance 
are three months above the grade-equivalent norms. The 
I 
I 
I· 
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['performance 
I significant 
of the group on these two latter tests is even more 
I perform at 
considering the expectancy of modal-age groups to 
a higher level than heterogeneous groups or which 
the sample is an example. 
Turning to grade six, Table 18 ahows the performance of 
the sample on these ten stanford achievement variables. 
Table 18. Performance of the 158 Students in Grade 
Six on the Stanford Achievement SUb-Tests 
Sub-Test M Om ~ o? 
Paragraph Meaning 53.82 ± .89 11.13 ±.63 Word Meaning 53.9'7 t .9'7 12.12 i:. 69 
Language Usage 53.19 ±1.06 13.32 ±.75 
Arithmetic Reasoning 51.0'7 i: .'79 9.84 ±.55 
Arithmetic Computation 53.43 • .es 8.28 * .4'7 Literature 515.04 i: .96 11.9'7 •.sa Social Studies I 53.0'7 :t .8'7 10.86 ±.61 
Social Studies II 55.11 ± .89 11.07 :!;.63 
Elementary Science 56.94 ±1.05 13.20 :1:,74 
Spelling 51.03 t .98 12.24 ±.69 
The mean performance on each sub-test for the sixth grade 
sample is also very consistent with a range of only six points. 
Performance by the group is lowest on Spelling and Arithmetic 
Reasoning and highest on Literature and Elementary Science, re-
sults comparable to the grade four population. Again, the sixth 
graders seem to achieve at a higher level in subject-matter 
content than in the skill areas, but like the fourth grade, the 
difference is small. Standard deviations are for the most part 
consistent, if their standard errors are taken into account. 
Greater heterogeneity at this higher grade is reflected in the 
I, 
I 
- _l-_-
i: 
higher deviations. 
Tne smallest deviation, like grade tour, occurs with the 
arithmetic variables and the largest variation on the Language 1, 
t Usage, Elementary Science and Spelling tests. 11 
Tile standard errors are small enough to allow considerable I) 
I; 
faith to be placed in this one sampling performance, i' 
Comparing the sixtn grade's performance to the national :I 
norms reveals the group runs slightly below the norm scores ![ 
tor the grade equivalent of 6.7. This tendency may be explaineJ 
!i by the higher 
" I 
norm scores ot a single age group 1n a grade, I i!' 
ii Table 19 shows the sixth-grade sample's performance in relation 
to the grade-equivalent norms. 
Table 19, Performance of the 158 Students in Grade 
Six on the Stanford SUb-Tests Compared to 
Grade Equivalent Norms 
Norm 
Sub-Test Mean Grade score 
Score Equiv. at 6.7 
Paragraph Meaning 53,82 6.4 56 
Word Meaning 53.07 6.1 57 
Language Usage 53.19 6.4 55 
Arithmetic Reasoning 51.07 6.1 55 
Arithmetic Computation 53.43 6.2 55 
Literature 56.04 6.2 58 
Social studies I 53,07 5.7 59 
Social Studies II 55.11 5.9 59 
Elementary Science 56.94 6.6 58 
Spelling 51.03 5.4 60 
All the sub-test performances are below the grade equiva-
lent, but with the exception ot Social Studies I, Social Studi,. 
i 
II, and Spelling, the performance is near the norm. However, 
=========~ ~=~~~~ 
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the sample appears to deviate definitely from the norm group on, 
these sub-tests mentioned above. 
At the eighth-grade level the study population performed 
very consistently on the achievement variables as can be ob-
i served from Table 20. 
Table 20. Performance of the 204 Students in Grade 
Eight on the Stanford Achievement Sub-
Tests 
Sub-Test • Dm cr tf'o 
Paragraph Meaning 62.60 ±.77 11.10 ±.79 
Word Meaning 65.91 ±.69 9.90 ±.49 
Language Usage 62.99 ±.69 9.78 ±.49 
Arithmetic Reasoning 65.37 ±.65 9.24 ±.46 
Arithmetic Computation 64.41 ±.75 10.68 ±.53 
Literature 65.60 ±.98 13.92 ±.69 
Social Studies I 61.92 :!:.79 11.10 :t.56 
Social Studies II 62.14 :!:.83 11.85 ±.59 
Elementary Science 66.94 ±.87 12.36 ±.61 
Spelling 64.25 ±.88 12.57 t.62 
The mean scores of the eighth grade sample vary slightly 
with practically no differences between the group of six skill 
tests and the block or four subject-matter tests. Highest per-
formances occur on the Literature and Elementary Science var-
iables, a consistent trend throughout the three grades. Lowest 
performances in this grade are not 1n arithmetic but on the 
social studies and language usage variables. The standard 
deviations on the sub-tests vary with the largest sigmas being 
noted on the Literature, Spelling, and Elementary Science test 
distributions. This result is similar of the distribution 
variation in the other two grades. The smallest deviations are; 
- ---------.:=c--o-__ _ 
found with the Arithmetic Reasoning, Language Usage, and Word 
Meaning sub-tests. Generally, the degree of variation is com-
parable with that of the sixth-grade group. Both the sixth 
and eighth-grade samples deviated more widely than the popula-
tion in grade four. The standard errors of the means and stan-
dard deviations are such to conclude the measurements obtained 
are reliable samplings of performance. 
Table 21 compares the eighth-grade sample's performance 
to the national norms in terms of grade equivalents. 
Table 21. Performance of the 204 Students in Grade 
Eight on the Stanford SUb-Tests Compared 
to Grade-Equivalent Norma 
Mean Grade Norm 
Sub-Test Score Equiv. Score 
at 8.7 
Paragraph Meaning 62.60 8.4 64 
Word Meaning 65.91 8.7 66 
Language Usage 62.99 8.2 65 
Arithmetic Reasoning 65.37 8.7 65 
Arithmetic Computation M.ll 8.7 64 
Literature 65.60 8.1 70 
Social Studies I 61.92 7.1 72 
Social Studies II 62.14 7.8 65 
Elementary Science 66.94 8.1 71 
Spelling 64.25 7.8 67 
The sample is at the norm for the Word Meaning, Arithmetic ' 
Reasoning, and Arithmetic Computation sub-tests, and only 
slightly off the norm tor most of the other sub-tests. However, 
social studies and spelling deviate rather sharply. The lesser 
deviations can be explained by \he different age ranges in-
volved in the sample and standardizing groups. The eighth-
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!! grade students do seem atypical or the normative population in jl 
:I 
their performance on the social studies and spelling tests. !i 
I 
Differential achievement.-- Before describing the differ- 1i 
ential achievement or the sample, the relationships between 
,, 
II 
:1 the Pintner Median Standard Scores and converted Stanford 
Sub-Test Scores are reported in a composite manner for each 
grade. I! 
!I 
It will be recalled that the establishment of Differen- II 
I !, 
tial Indices of Achievement involved regressing Pintner scores !I 
!i 
to account for the phenomenon of regression between two reo-
tilinearly related variables prior to securing differences 
between actual and expected achievement performance. Since 
the scores on the Stanford Achievement tests were equated to 
the Pintner distribution of scores by the equi-percentile 1; 
:i 
'I 
method, accounting for regression became a matter of multiply- ii 
:i 
ing the deviations ot Pintner scores from the mean or the 
Pintner score distribution by the coefficient of correlation 
between the two variables under investigation and adding or 
subtracting these values to Qr trom the mean. 
I' 
II 
'I 
ll 
!I 
I Table 22 reports the coefficients of correlation between I! 
I Pintner and converted Stanford Sub-Test scores for the sample ,, 
;I 
II 
!i 
" I' in each grade. 
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Table 22. Product-Moment Correlation Coefficients be-
tween Pintner Median Standard Scores and 
Converted Stanford Sub-Test Scores tor Each 
Sample in Grades Pour, Six, and Eight 
Grade 4 Grade 6 Grade 8 
Sub-Teat N = 134 lf • 158 N = 204 
Variable 
r rr r t::f"r r Pr 
P.M. .766 ±.035 .a~ t .023 .832 *.022 
W.M. • '/82 *.034 .857 ±.021 .761 ±.030 
L.TT. .663 *·049 .779 ±.031 .662 ±.040 
A.R. .667 *·048 .740 ±.036 .761 ±.030 
A. c. .494 *·066 .601 ±.051 .750 ±.031 
LIT. .762 t.037 .705 ±.040 .661 ±.041 
s.s. I .637 ±.052 .764 ±.033 .708 ±.036 
s.s. II • 61'1 :!:.053 .781 ±.031 .750 ±.031 
E.S. .796 :!:.03., .807 ±.027 .822 ±.023 
SP. .673 ±.048 .735 :1:.033 .653 :1:.041 
The coefficients are consistently high for each variable 
in each grade, 
cent level.l 
and they are all significant at the .uol per 
Much of tne research has shown that coeffi-
:1 cients of correlation indexing the relationship between aca-
, 
!i 
; 
1: 
II 
demic aptitude and achievement are in the order of +.4u and 
! 
+.60. Otner studies which have used the Pintner General Abili. 
Test and the Metropolitan Achievement Tests have reported co-
efficients very similar to those obtained with this sample. 
I 
Altnougn the variables are far from perfectly related, 
there is a relatively hign degree of predictive efficiency 
present. Actually, sueh a condition is necessary between two 
variables if predictive statistics are used to estimate effec- r 
tively expected achievement from scholastic ~titude and tuen 
lThe source and procedure for determining the significance,, 
of all product-moment correlation coefficients in this study :1 
a:re cited 'n Chept•r Ponr ::-:.--:-;.· .... ..::::::-:-.:..:-=--=-=-.. :-.0 :.._-_,_ .. __ ... ·.=-·-,=-:..-..;;o·~..,._-;--...::.......--=----== 
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i II 
J, tual achievement from expected achievement. 11 
I In grade four Arithmetic Computation is the variable least f
1
) 
1 related to scholastic aptitude, while Elementary Science and 
I j, 
j Word Meaning are most closely correlated with the Pintner per- li 
I: formance of the sample. II 
/
'!, For the grade six population Paragraph Meaning, Word Mean- l' 
I' li 
I 
I 
ing, and Elementary Science are highly associated with the ranki 
I' order of II Pintner Median Standard scores with Arithmetic Compu- )i 
' 
tation again showing the least relationship to scholastic apti-11 
tude. 
The eighth-grade sample indicates a continued high rela-
tionship between the Pintner scores and the Paragraph Meaning 
• 
and Elementary Science sub-test performance. Language Usage, 
Spelling, and Literature show the greatest variance from 
Pintner performance. 
In most instances the degree of relationship of each sub-
test to the Pintner distribution is consistent from one grade 
to another. All the relationships are high enough to provide 
predictive efficiency in estimating expected achievement test 
performance from scholastic aptitude. The relationships re-
ported tor Arithmetic Computation, Language Usage, and Social 
Studies II reveal a progressive increase in relationship be-
tween the fourth grade and the sixth and eighth grades. A 
possible explanation for this phenomenon may be the increased 
=~Llki _heterogen::ty of the two upper-grade samples. It has been 
I 
II 
li 
greater effect a 
:I chance variance in position has upon the total rank dhtribu-
'1 il 
1: 
!! 
tion. In a more heterogeneous group the chance of a variation 
atfecting the rank position ot the more widely dispersed group 
is less. 
In every grade and on every variable the standard errors 
:; 
'i or the correlation coefficients are small and indicate the 
'I 
[! obtained coefficients ma;r be interpreted with considerable 
rt 
il confidence. 
11 Knowing the degrees of relationship between the variables 
11 
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involved in the computation of the Differential Indices or 
Aehievement, it is possible to proceed with a description of 
tne differential achievement tor the sample in each grade. 
Table 23 lists the means and standard deviations ot the Dit-
terential Indices tor the fourth-grade population. 
Table 23. Description of Differential Achievement on 
Each Stanford Sub-Teat Variable for the 
134 Students in Grade Four 
Variable ll ~ &?"' t:f',.,-
DI Paragraph meaning 50.09 t.s4 7.40 *.42 
DI Word meaning 50.04 *.59 6.82 :1:.42 
DI Language usage 50.11 *.73 8.38 :1:.52 
D~ Arithmetic reasoning 50.0'1 :1:.72 8.~2 ±.51 
DI Arithmetic computation 50.10 :1:.82 9.65 ±.58 
DI Literature 50.48 :1:.61 7.03 ±.43 
DI Social studies I 50.92 ±.sa 7.85 ±.48 
Dl Social studies II 50.39 ±.·ts 8.49 ±.53 
Dl Elementar;r science 50.42 *.59 6.77 -t.42 
DI Spelling 50.30 :l-.71 8.29 t.so 
:i 
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One immediate observation can be made from Table 23. The 
mean Differential Index for the sample is similar on every 
sub-test of the Stanford Achievement Battery. This mean Index 
of 50 represents the point of •no difference" on tne scale 
describing variance ot actual achievement from expected achiever 
ment as est1mated trom scholastic aptitude. ~ese results are ' 
entirely expected. The proportion of normal achievers to 
overachievers or underachievers for each sample precludes any 
other result. 
With the exception ot Arithmetic Computation the devia-
tiona ot Differential Indices on the achievement variables are 
similar and indicate the group distributed itself about the 
mean index in tne same manner. This variation is relatively 
small and points up the fact that the majority ot children 
in grade tour had Differential Indices closer to the center 
ot the scale than at the extrelll8s. 
The standard errors are small enou81 to conclude the 
error present is not large. It one adds or subtracts the 
standard errors from the mean and sigma statistics, tne simil-
arity of the sample's Ditterent~al Indices will be seen 
easily. 
Table 24 describes the differential achievement of the 
sixth-grade sample. 
,~,c~~~+ ~~~~=~~~- ''~'--' ~'~'~~,~~~~==-~-' cc=-=-·~=c~c ~~ ~ =~~~~ 
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Table 24. Description ot Differential Achievement on 
Each Stanford Sub-Test Variable tor the 
158 Students in Grade Six 
Variable • /m / ~/ 
DI Paragraph meaning 50.43 ±.58 7.07 ±.41 
DI Word meaning 50.04 ±.54 6.91 ±.~8 
DI Language usage 60.13 ±.68 8.30 t.48 
DI Arithmetic reasoning 50.25 t.71 8.82 t.so 
DI Arithmetic computation 50.00 t.84 10.60 t.59 
DI Literature 49.94 t.eo 9.86 t.57 
DI Social studies I 50.51 t.66 8.30 ± .4'7 
DI Social studies II 50.~6 t.68 8.39 ±.48 
DI Elementary science 50.16 i.63 7.89 t.44 
DI Spelling 50.~0 ±.76 8.95 t.54 
The mean Differential Indices ot the sixtp-grade sample 
also cluster about the point ot •no difference" and reveal a 
picture ot consistency similar to that tound in grade tour. 
The greater dispersion ot indices about the mean is a function 
ot the correlation between the aptitude and achievement per-
formances ot the group and the variability with age and grade. 
I 
It is interesting to see that the children are moat homogeneous' 
in differential achievement on the Reading and Word Meaning 
sub-testa. A reasonable cause tor this is suggested by the 
linguistic skills required on botn these sub-tests and the 
P1ntner teat. 
!he standard errors suggest reliability of results, and 
when t1gUred into the resulting statistics, they indicate the 
probability ot similarity ot mean performance and with tew 
exceptions similar variation. 
Table 25 reports the Differential Indices tor the ei~th-, 
-----------=---..:c.:._--~,:..:;--=-::·-==---~ ------ -_-_--_:_: __ ,_---::-~---,:~ ----===:=== 
grade sample. The general similarity o~ mean Di~ferential 
Indices occurs again and is explained by the large proportion 
o~ cases showing actual achievement within the error o~ esti-
mate o~ expected achievement. 
The increased heterogeneity o~ the grade-eight group in-
troduced by age and grade is re~lected in the larger standard 
-- :..i _-_-_:..::_ -_c:_:_::_-::_-_ :::::::---
'' deviations of Dif~erential Indices. 'fl:lia phenomenon was also 
observed in the per~ormance o~ the sample on the original 
measures o~ scholastic aptitUde and achievement. Variations 
between the eub-test Di~~erential Indices have a range o~ ~our 
points with Paragraph Meaning, Arithmetic Reasoning, and 
Elementary Scienee revealing a smaller spread in dif~erential 
achievement in contrast to the variability in di~~erential 
achievement by the children in Literature, Language Usage, and 
Spelling. 
Table 25, Description of Dif~erential Achievement on 
Each Stanford SUb-Teat Variable ~or the 
204 Students in Grade Eight 
Variable M c:7"'m cr ~, 
DI Paragraph meaning 50.20 ±,59 8~44 ±.42 
DI Word meaning 50.22 ±.75 10.39 ±.53 
DI Language usage 50.64 ±.s~ 11.43 ±.59 
DI Arithmetic reasoning 50.77 ±.63 9.68 ±.44 
DI Aritnmetic computation 50.36 ±.73 10.44 ±.52 
DI Literature -i9.84 ±.87 12.03 ±.61 
DI Social studies I 50.48 ±,73 10.54 ±.52 
DI Social studies II 49.97 ic..77 10.80 ±.54 
DI Elementary science 50.11:) ±.65 9.20 ±.46 
DI Spelling 50.18 ±.as 12.04 ±.so 
II 
;I 
',I I ;:-C"'I 
further the sample 1 s differential 
11,·.1... error ~~~ in each achievement category as defined by the standard 
1: of estimate in predicting expected achievement from scholastic II 
11 .. ,. .,1.11 aptitude. Tne standard error of estimate signifies the amount 
11'1 I of error present when predicting a score on a ~tanford sub- I 
li test from the Pintner General Ability Te1:1t when the two 
11 variables are not perfectly related 1n terms of performance 
11 by tne sample. 
1: i 
1,''
1
: mate :l;:e:::n:• i~:a: ::::::.::t 8 :::::y e:::: ::e esti- II 
i,l Jl scale of Differential Indices for the sample 1n each grade. 
li II 
i 
Table 2ti. Standard ~rrors of Estimate and Frequencies 
by the Achievement Categories of the Dif-
ferential ~dices tor the 134 Students 1n 
Grade Four 
~tudents Students Students 
~bove between below Dif'ferential l~t. lt-l~at. *l d'est. -1 .:7'est. Indices 
Dver Jformal Under 
i.ch1evement Achievement Achievement 
DI P.M. ±7.23 2l 94 19 
DJ: W.J(. ±7.09 17 101 16 
DI L.U. ±8.52 24 88 22 
DI A.R. ±8.41 20 98 16 
DI A.C. ±9.88 21 100 13 
DI LIT. ±7.37 19 100 15 
DI S.S. I t8.7l 22 103 9 
DI S.S. II ±8.89 18 105 ll 
DI B.S. ±6.80 16 103 15 
DI SP. + -8.42 20 94 20 
,, 
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Ot course, one immediate observation to be made from 
Table 26 is the 
overachievers or 
large proportion ot normal achievers to either li 
I' 
underachievers in academic skills and subject-!! 
IJ 
matter content. The expectation of more students achieving !j 
normally is natural, but, when the overachievers and under-
achievers are combined, the resulting proportion of children 
deviatiQg in achievement from expectancy becomes significant 
and holds tor teachers certain implications which are treated 
more tully later. It is suffice to point out at the moment 
that teachers must account tor all the possible factors con-
I tributing to the differential achievement, it they are to 
il 
il 
!I 
fulfill their professional obligations intelligently. 
Inspection of Table 26 reveals various standard errors 
II ot estimate tor the variables. It should be emphasized that ,i ,, 
!( 
'i I, 
!j 
lj 
il 
/! 
. , 
,, 
,, 
' 
this variance is the product of the different relationships 
obtained with the sample between the Pintner snd Stanford 
distributions • 
Similar proportions ot frequencies in the achievement 
!1 categories of the Differential Indices are found with the 
'I 
!i 
I 
,I 
sixth-grade sample and are reported in Table 27. 
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Table 27. Standard Errors ot Estimate and Frequencies 
by the Achievement Categories or the Dif-
ferential Indices tor the 158 Students in 
Grade Six 
Students Students Students 
above between below Ditterential 
1/eat. 
+l.o'8st. i:l /est. -l~at. 
Indices 
Over liormal Under . 
- -----~--
Achievement Achievement Achievement 
DI P.M. :1: 7.32 29 109 20 
DI W.Jl. :1: 7.05 21 112 25 
DI L.U. ± 8.58 18 127 13 
DI A.R. ± 9.22 22 111 25 
DI A.C. ±10.90 24 113 21 
DI LIT. ± 9.71 23 108 27 
DI S.S. I ± 8.83 22 118 18 
DI S.S. II ± 8.55 27 109 22 
DI E.S. ± 8.08 23 116 19 
DI SP. ± 9.28 22 119 17 
II 
il 
li r ,, 
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I 
'I ,, Frequencies in the overachievement and underachievement 
categories in Table 27 are larger. This result is a product 
i! 
ii 
II 
ot at least three ractors, the size or the standard errors or li 
'I 
II estimate, the number or children in the group, and the vari-
i ability or differential achievement caused by increasing age f 
'II and grade heterogeneity. II 
'i I 
11 The same picture or categorized achievement along the II 
II scale or Differential Indices is observed for the eighth-grade il 
'' sample in Table 28. 11 
'I I 
:,'II il 
by the Achievement Categories of the Dif-
!II!' 
Table 28. Standard Errors or Estimate and Frequencies •.l'l' 
ferential Indices tor the 204 Students in ij 
il Grade Eight 11 
II ! 
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Students Students Students 
Differential 
above between be~ 
~~est. +lrest. tld"8st. -1 est. Indices 
Over Normal Under 
~hi eve-nt Achievement Achievement 
DI P.M. ~ 8.80 26 150 28 
DI W.ll. ~10.40 31 150 23 
DI L.U. 12.00 38 138 28 
DI A.R. f-10.40 30 150 24 
DI A.C. "10.56 28 155 21 
DI Lit. tl2.16 32 142 30 
DI S.S. I •ll.31 26 156 22 
DLS.S. II ho.56 26 157 21 
DI E.S. ~: 9.18 32 143 29 DI SP. 12.16 37 140 27 
There seem to be no consistent patterns of high or low 
I 
;I 
II 
jl 
II 
!I 
frequency in any category for any particular Differential In- I' 
II 
dex within and between the three grades. The number of over-
II [i achievers to underachievers seems well balanced between the l-
lj 
l1 
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:1 Differential Indices within each grade. Ot course, the tre-
'1 I, 
,, 
'I 
II 
quenoies in each category ot differential achievement vary 
! between the grades, a phenomenon already explained. 
:'I; 
" dex ot Status Characteristics tor each sample 1n the grades 
I' 
,I 
Grade Number )I rm ~ /,.-
Four 134 4'7 .08 ±1.15 13.20 ±,81 ,I I' 
:' II I !j I' 
Six 158 45.'79 t1.01 12. '70 ±.'76 
Eight 204 44.51 :t • '76 10.90 ±,54 
1
1, ,I 
11 ~~ 
il Sinoe the total sample represents 88 per cent ot the to- !I 
:j tal population tor the grades studied in Keene, it is not sur-ji 
I, ~ !I prising, in tact expected, that each grade sample has relative ,y 
II 'I 
'' the same average score on the distribution of Indices of Sta- i' 
fl I 
1
[ tus Characteristics. It one considers the standard error of il 
[i the mean, then for interpretative pt1rposes the average com- lj 
il munit..,. status for each grade sample is similar, A like obser- !J 
i1 J !I 
:1 vation may be made of the deviation of each sample on these 11 ~J J,S.Q, "'oreo, - grade-olght populaU= verieo oli ... ~ly ~··~c~~= 
I 
il 
!I 
in status but not significantly so for logical interpretation, 
The mean r.s.c. scores occur within the range of average com-
munity status established for Keene by the frequency of ratings 
on each status characteristic. 
The distribution of status ratings on each status charac-
' teristic defines in greater detail the community status of the 
sample. Table 30 shows how the parents of the 496 children in 
grades four, six, and eight are distributed along the rating 
scale of each status characteristic. 
Table 30. Frequency Distribution of I.s.c. Ratings 
by Status Characteristics for the 
Parents of the 496 Students in Grades 
Four, Six, and Eighta 
Status Characteristics 
Source .tl.ouse Dwelling 
Rating Occupation Income Type Area 
1 22 
--
7 14 
2 58 1 22 22 
3 71 61 51 63 
4 56 76 128 160 
5 96 340 221 151 
6 134 14 36 72 
'I 42 4 31 14 
Total 479 496 496 496 
ain seventeen cases the parents had no occupation 
receiving private or public relief. 
If the frequencies along the rating scale for each charac-
,, teristic were plotted, the resulting curves would approach 
normality for three of the four status characteristics. How-
ever, the curve would be skewed toward the lower end of the 
·r,r;: 
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scale for the occupational characteristic. It should not be 
concluded on the basis of this evidence the occupational dis-
tribution of the parents in the study sample is atypical. Ac-
tually, it is this skewness which suggests the distribution is 
typical of census statistics. In these national statistics one 
finds a greater proportion of the· gainfully-employed workers in 
the skilled and semi-skilled occupations which are among those 
represented by the ratings of 5 and 6 on the scale. 
Since Table 30 represents the composite frequency of the 
total sample, the frequency distributions of each sample in 
grades four, six, and eight are reported in Tables 31, 32, and 
33. 
In general the frequency distributions along the rating 
scales for each sample are but smaller pictures of the total 
frequency distributions reported in Table ~o. However, Table 
31 showing the frequencies along the occupational rating scale 
tor the sample in grade four reveals a variance in the distri-
bution not typical of the other grades. Proportionally, a 
larger number of cases, 18 per cent, are rated 2 on the occupa-
tional scale than the 7 per cent and 10 per cent rated similarly 
in grades six and eight. 
i 
I ,, 
j! 
Table 31. Frequency Distribution of r.s.c. Ratings 
by Status Characteristics tor the Parents 
of the 134 Students in Grade Four• 
Status Characteristics 
Source House Dwelling 
Rating Occupation Income Type Area 
1 7 
-
2 5 
2 26 
-
6 8 
3 14 19 18 24 
4 12 27 33 44 
5 22 84 55 31 
6 37 2 14 17 
7 12 2 6 5 
Total 130 134 134 134 
a In four cases the parents had no occupation re-
ceiving either private or public relief. 
Table 32. Frequency Distribution of I.s.c. Ratings 
by Status Characteristics tor the Parents 
ot the 158 Students in Grade Six8 
Status Characteristics 
Source House Dwelling 
Rating Occupation Income Type Area 
1 10 
-
2 4 
2 16 
-
9 7 
3 20 18 18 23 
4 19 22 42 58 
5 31 110 64 39 
6 44 7 8 24 
7 10 1 15 3 
Total 150 158 158 158 
a In eignt cases the parents had no occupation re-
ceiving either private or public relief. 
Table 33. Frequency Distribution of I.s.c. Ratings 
by Status Characteristics for the Parents 
of the 204 Students in Grade Eignta 
Status Characteristics 
Source House Dwel1ing 
Rating Occupation Income Type Area 
1 5 
-
3 5 
2 16 1 7 7 
3 37 24 15 16 
4 25 27 53 58 
5 43 146 102 81 
6 53 5 14 31 
7 20 1 10 6 
Total 199 204 204 204 
a In five cases the parents had no occupation re-
ceiving either private or public relief. 
The procedures describing the establishment of community 
status levels for the study sample have been outlined pre-
viously. Three levels of community status were set up along 
the seale of weighted I.s.c. total scores according to the na-
ture of and frequency in the categories of the four status 
characteristics. 
Table 34 indicates the status level for the I.s.c. score 
classifications and the frequency and per cents within each 
status level for each sample. 
Table 34, Frequency Distribution of I.S.C. Weighted 
Total Scores by Comw,n1ty Status Levels for 
the 496 students in Grades Four, Six, and 
Eight 
Frequencies 
I.S.C, 
Weighted Status Grade 4 Grade 6 Grade 8 
Scores Levels N * 1:54 N = 158 N = 204 
56 - 88 !-Above Ave. 41 (:Sl%) 33 (21%) 38 (19%) 
38- 55 II-Average 58 (4:5%) 80 (51%.) 107 (52%) 
16 - 37 III-Below Ave. 35 (26%) 45 (28%) 59 (29%) 
A study or Table 34 discloses that the proportion of stu-
dents in each community-status level is similar for grades six 
and eight. In these grades the majority of the students had 
I.s.c. scores placing them at average status with fewer below 
average and fewer still above average. The results are re-
versed for grade four. The majority (43%) of the students had 
I.s.c. scores falling within the average status range, but more 
students had status characteristics that assigned them to the 
1 above-average category than the below-average classification. 
The patterning of community status in each grade is 
1
, reasonable and expected. tor a community having social tradition, 
a diversified economy, and civic entity. Certainly the efforts• 
to select a community not atypical in terms of certain social 
and economic factors appear successful. Of course, this con-
elusion is based upon the assumption that the parents of the 
496 children in the sample are representative of the total 
population in Keene, The results tend to justify this assump-
tj.on. 
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!I SWIIIII&r:r.-- To recapitulate, the following conclusions may:: 
1] be drawn from the findings in connection with the total I! 
il I! 
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li 
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il 
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il 
sample's performance and characteristics on the variables 
I 
under investigation: I 
1. The sample fell within the average range of scholastic .1 
aptitude as determined by the national norms for chil- l1 
dren of similar ages. li 
2. The mean performances of the sample in each grade on il 
the Stanford Sub-Tests are verv similar and show in- II ~ 'I crements in means through grades four, six, and eight. j, 
3, Gener&ly, mean performances of the sample in each 
grade fell at or slightly off the grade equivalent 
norms. These findings were anticipated since the 
sample is heterogeneous in age within any grade and 
the norms are based upon the modal age group in any 
one grade, 
4. With but very few exceptions the performance of the 
sample in each grade on the Pintner General Ability 
Test is highly related to their performance on each 
of the sub-tests in the Stanford Achievement Battery. 
i 
I 
i 
I 
I, 
!I 
5, The average differential achievement of each sample is II 
practically identical on each of the achievement ;1 
variables, However, grade and age heterogeneity in- 11 
troduce a progressive increase in variability of ' 
differential achievement on all variables, i 
! 
6. Within each sample there is an extremely large propor- !1 tion of normal achievers compared to overachievers or f, 
underachievers, but, when these deviant children are II 
combined, their proportion to the total group in each 1 
grade is significant. : 
I 
I 
7, The average collllllllility status as measured by the I.s.c. I, 
is similar for each grade sample. II 
:I 
B. The study sample in each grade shows a typical distri- ij 
bution for the type of community selected on three of !I 
the tour status characteristics including source of li 
income, house type, and dwelling area, The frequency 1'1 
,
1 
distribution for occupa tiona is skewed in each grade, ,: 
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9. The distribution of I. S.C. scores reveals the majority I! 
~;e~:ep:~=i~; !~!t!!u~~~~sf!~e!h~o~::~~e i~a!~e :1 
below-average status category and fewer still in the lj 
above-average status classification. 1: 
' I 
I! 
II Community Status and Differential Achievement ,, 
,, 
The findings or the research are related to the purposes 1: 
established tor this investigation which include discovering ii 
·, 
q 
,, 
" 
the relationships between the Indices or Status Characteris-
tics and the Differential 
II ,, 
Indices of Achievement in each grade,J/ 
differences 1n these relationships :1 
•I 
and noting the observable 
'! 
,, within and between the grades. 
" 1,! 
;! 
ii 
i 
1
1
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ii 
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First, however, the relationships between community sta-
'i tus and scholastic aptitude as obtained on the sample in each i! 
grade are reported. Table 35 indicates the coefficients of 
correlation between Indices or Status Characteristics and 
P1ntner Median Standard scores. 
Table 35. Product-Moment Coefficients of Correlation 
with Standard Errors between Indices Of 
Status Characteristics and Pintner Median 
Standard Scores for the Sample in Each 
Grade 
I.s.c. and Pintner Scores 
Grade 
"r" ~ 
Grade 4 (N = 134) +.147 *.085 
Grade 6 (N = 158) +.463 ±.063 
Grade 8 (N = 204) +.266 t.065 ;: 
i: 
The coefficients of correlation for the sixth and 
II 
II 
I 
eighth-'.' I' 
grade samples are significant at the .001 per cent level of I I, 
ii 
* 
" 'I 
It 
11 
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confidence indicating that these relationships could have oc-
curred by chance less than one time in a thousand. The coeffi-
cient of + .147 between the variables for the grade-four 
sample is not significant at the .05 per cent level of confi-
dence implying that this relationship could have occurred by 
chance more than five times in a hundred and therefore not ac-
cepted as significant. 
That there are significant coefficients of correlation 
between the Pintner Median Standard Scores and the Indices of 
Status Characteristics is evidence that community status is 
present and operating to influence the behavior of tne sample 
on the variables under scrutiny. Over ninety research studies 
using various measures of status and scnolastic aptitude have 
recorded coefficients of correlation varying between + .03 and 
+ .50. Therefore, the obtained coefficients in this study are 
in line witn the findings of this previous research and offer 
support to the conclusion that success has been registered in 
accounting for the status characteristics of the children's 
parents through tne Index of Status Characteristics. 
>-;!. 
;'·--, ...i. 
An analysis of the research on status and aptitude sugges~ 
the degree of relationship between these variables is dependent 
upon the measures utilized to sample status and aptitude and 
the nature of the population being sampled. To say that the 
degree of relationships between status and aptitude for the 
sixth-grade level is out of line with the results for the 
fourth and eighth-grade samples is a questionable !Bplication 
il c 
'when only three sampling populations are concerned. No conclu-
sion should be made in this direction, because the degree of 
relationship between statue and aptitude for other grade samples 
is not known. Only if the coefficients of correlation for these 
other grade samples ranged from .1 to .3 could the sixth-grade 
group be thought of as atypical. It could be that the coeffi-
cients would range from .2 to .5. In this event the sixth-
grade sample would be typical and the fourth-grade population 
atypical. 
As long as the obtained coefficients between status and 
aptitude in the three grades do not exceed the general range of 
1 relationship noted in a wealth of other studies, it is hypo-
thesized that the correlational findings between these variable$ 
or status and aptitude with the sample population are both logi~ 
cal and reasonable. 
Justification for using a measure to sample scholastic 
aptitude that is related to community status has been cited 
earlier in this study. If the task requires predicting the 
achievement of children on highly linguistic skills and subject~ 
matter content, then a scholastic aptitude test which evaluates 
children's ability to solve problems of a linguistic nature is 
the logical instrument to use. !he lower performance by chil-
dren of below-average community status represents a real defi-
ciency in linguistic aptitude and not any biasnees attributable 
to the nature of the test itself. 
Furthermore, a child's differential achievement in this 
I 
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study is calculated from his actual and expected achievement 
and ~ from some group norm. 
Relationships between Indices ot Status Characteristics 
11 
II 
" ii and Di:f'terential Indices of Achievement in each grade.-- 'E:le 
1
, 
il ;! 
!! degree to which community status and_ the differential achieve- il 
I' ment or school children on academic skills and subject-matter il 
content are related with the sample is reported 1n Tables 36, 11 
I' 
7 
I 
3 , and 38. !j 
In Table 36 coefficients ot correlation between the I.S.c~l' s 
.~ D. I. 1 s are reported tor the fourth-grade sample II 
Table 36. Product-Moment Coefficients ot Correlation 
with Standard Errors between Indices of 
Status Characteristics and Differential 
Indices of Achievement for the 134 Students 
in Grade Four• 
I.s.c. and Variable 
DI Paragraph meaning 
DI Word meaning 
DI Lan~a~e usage 
DI Arithmetic reasoning 
DI Aritnmetic computation 
DI Literature 
DI Social studies I 
DI Social studies II 
DI Elementary science 
DI Spallin~ 
+.056 
+.142 
+.113 
+.101 
-.005 
+.199* 
-.Oll 
+.194* 
+.234** 
-.166 
±.086 
±.085 
±.086 
!.086 
!.087 
!'.083 
!'.087 
!'.084 
±.082 
±.084 
aCoetticients marked with an asterisk (*) are signi-
ficant at the .os per cent level of confidence. 
Coefficients marked with a double asterisk (**) are 
significant at the .01 per cent level of confidence. 
The majority of these coefficients express zero-order 
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under scrutiny. However, I 
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have statistica~-~~~li ~ ~,~~~~ 
', 
•I three of these product-moment correlations 
'I I significance. 
I' II 
The other coefficients did not meet the tests 
•I 
lj levels of confidence. 
ot significance at either the .01 per cent or .05 per cent 
The coefficients or +.199 and +.194 
' 
!1 between the Indices of [: 
r: 
Status Characteristics and DI Literatur~ 
II, respectively, are significant at the !1 and DI Social Studies 
.05 per cent level of confidence. The "r" between the I.s.c. 
and DI Elementary Science of +.234 meets even a more precise 
test, being significant at the .01 per cent level of confi-
:1 
II 
' 1: 
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,, 
!I 
" II 
I, 
I 
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I' It is interesting to note that the rank ordering between :I 
I' I :1 I! the I.s.c. and DI Arithmetic Computation and DI Spelling, 
il 
:1 while not statistically significant, tends to proceed in a 
I 
:I 
II 
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r: 
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1
1 jl 
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1! 
negative direction. The implication of this finding will be 
discussed later. 
The logical significance of coefficients or correlation 
II 
'I I, 
II 
il is a relative matter often depending upon the variables in- :: 
!I 
In this instance 11 
rl 
volved and the purpose of the investigation. 
the presence of many zero-order "r' s 11 has as much meaning as 11 
a series of highly significant relationships. Those coeffi- !/ 
cients possessing significance are of the same order, approxi- /1 
:I 
mat ely +. 2, while the statistically insignificant "r's" tend /1 
to varv randomly about a point of no relationship or at best 11 ~ I. 
a degree of very slight, positive relationship. II Consequently, rl 
II 
the differences 1n relationships between the D.I.'s and I.s.c.l! 
,, 
il ,, 1n grade four are construed to be small. 
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The relationShips between the D.I.'s and I.s.c.•s for the 
,, 
" 
1
1 sixth-grade sample are given in Table 37, 
Table 37. Product-Moment Coefficients of Correlation 
with Standard Errors between the Indices 
ot Status Characteristics and Differential 
Indices ot Achievement tor the 158 Stu-
dents in Grade Six• 
I.s.c. and Variable 
DI Paragraph meaning 
DI Word meaning 
DI Language usage 
DI Arithmetic reasoning 
DI Arithmetic computation 
DI Literature 
DI Social studies I 
DI Social studies II 
DI Elementary science 
DI Spellillll 
"r" 
+.173* 
+.076 
+.146 
+.018 
-.024 
+.170* 
+.124 
+.169* 
+.205** 
-.007 
±,028 
i:,079 
i:,078 
t.oso 
t,OSO 
t.078 
:1!, 079 
t,078 
t.077 
t.oso 
•coefficients marked with an asterisk (*) are sig-
nificant at the ,05 per cent level ot confidence. 
Coefficients marked with a double asterisk (**) are 
significant at the ,01 per cent level ot confidence. 
Similar to the fourth-grade study sample, the majority at 
the coefficients ot correlation between the I.s.c. and D.I. 1 s 
with the sixth-grade sample are ot zero-order relationship and 
not statistically signifl cant. Pour D.I. 1 s are significantly 
related to the Indices ot Status Characteristics, including 
DI Paragraph Meaning (+.173), DI Literature (+.170), and 
DI Social Studies JI (+.169), all significant at the ,05 per 
cent level ot confidence, and DI Elementary Science (+.205) 
which attains significance at the ,01 per cent level of 
;! 
I 
li 
confidence. 
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Again the coefficients between the Indices of Status 
r:- ---------
Characteristics and DI Arithmetic Computation and DI Spelling 
reveal a negative direction in relationship. 
:j 
or course, the :1 ![ 
,! degree of relationship with these two differential indices is :1 
statistically insignificant. The other coefficients, as was II 
the case in the fourth grade, vary around a degree of slight, 
positive relationship which is not statistically significant. 
The range of coefficients in the sixth grade is similar 
:I 
ij 
,, 
q 
'I 
'I 
il 
II 
to that of the fourth grade and emphasizes the lack of sharpl7 :~ ,, 
" 'i 
" contrasting relationships between the various Differential 
il 
,I Indices and Indices of Status Characteristics. 
li 
Turning to the eighth grade, it can be noted that the ii 
relationships between the variables present a picture similar il 
to that found in grades four and six. These coefficients of 
correlation for the sample in grade eight are reported in 
'fable 38. 
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Table 38. Product-Moment Coefficients of Correlation 
with Standard Errors between the Indices 
of Status Characteristics and Differential 
Indices of Achievement for the 204 Stu-
dents in Grade Eighta 
I.s.c. and Variable "r" c7r' 
DI Paragraph meaning ±.069 +.119 
DI Word meaning +.016 ± .070 
DI Language usage +.126* ±.069 
DI Arithmetic reasoning -.011 ±.070 
DI Arithmetic computation +.076 ±.069 
DI Literature -.021 ±.070 
DI Social studies I +.107 ±.069 
DI Social studies II +.228** ±.066 
DI Elementary science +.246** ±.066 
DI Spelling -.065 ±.069 
a Coefficients marked with an asterisk (*) are sig-
nificant at the .05 per cent level of confidence. 
Coefficients marked with a double asterisk (**) are 
significant at the .01 per cent level of confidence. 
The Indices of Status Characteristics ot the eighth-
grade sample are significantly related to their differential 
achievement on the Language Usage, Social Studies II, and 
" 
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Elementary Science sub-tests of the Stanford Achievement Bat- ! 
II tery. Two of these coefficients are significant at the .01 
per cent level of confidence, and the other is significant at 
the .05 per cent level of confidence. Like the relationships 
in the other grades, these coefficients indicate tendencies 
j! 
'I I 
I 
toward relationship rather than expressions of great inter-
1
1 
,I Again,:! 
ij 
,, 
pretative significance tor the purposes of this study. 
these coefficients differ little within the grade and the 
differences cannot be too meaningful since the highest "r's" !I 
'I 
··cci~c~~re themselves very low. 
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'I 
'j If the standard errors of "r" in these three tables just i! 
I/ discuased are studied, it will be noted that some of the stan- i'[ 
,, I 
:1 dard errors actually exceed the obtained coefficients. 'i 
II ,! 
I; 'I 
11 Differences in relationships between three grades.-- In il 
" order to compare the coefficients of correlation on the variou~ 
'I !I ,,
!I Differential Indices of .Achievement tor the three different II 
:i ;I 
)I samples, Table 39 lists these coefficients in a compos! te ii 
ll 
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manner. 
Table 39. Product-Moment Coefficients ot correlation 
between Indices ot Status Characteristics 
and Differential Indices of Achievement tor 
the Sample in Each Grade 
Product-Moment Coefficients 
I.s.c. and Variables 
Grade 4 Grade 6 Grade 8 
DI Paragraph meaning +.056 +.173 +.119 
DI Word meaning +.142 +.076 +.016 
DI Language usage +.113 +.146 +.126 
DI Arithmetic reasoning +.101 +.018 -.011 
DI Arithmetic computatio~ -.005 -.024 +.076 
DI Literature +.199 +.170 -.021 
DI Social studies I -.011 +.124 +.107 
DI Social studies II +.194 +.169 +.228 
DI Elementary science +.234 +.205 +.246 
DI Spelling -.166 -.007 -.065 
The pattern ot relationShips between the three grades 
reveals no clear cut tendency toward progressive increments 
1n the coefficients from grade to grade tor any given area of 
differential achievement. What is revealed is a pattern ot 
consistency 1n relationships, whether these relationships be 
'I 
il II 
'i 
'i 
I
I 
positive and statistically significant, positive but not ,
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statistically significant, or negative in direction and not 
significant. 
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In all grades Differential Indices in Elementary Science ,. 
and Social Studies II were significantly, though slightly, !I 
related to the Indices of Status Characteristics. With the !I 
II 
exception of the grade-eight population this slight positive 1! i; 
and significant relationship was observed between differential II 
II 
achievement in Literature and the I.s.c. It is hypothesized !I 
that the parochial school population which was included in the i 
I 
H grade eight sample and not in the other grades accounts for 
this apparent inconsistency. Their performance on this sub-
test skewed toward the upper end of the scale in relation to 
the others in the grade. 
Differential achievement in Arithmetic Computation and 
Spelling was consistently either unrelated or related nega-
tively but not significantly so to the Indices of Status 
" 
II 
II 
II 
li 
I' 
!I 
I 
Characteristics in the three grades. 
I· 
ii 
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Differential achievement ii 
in Word Meaning, Arithmetic Reasoning, and Social Studies I 
,, 
•i 
li 
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!I ij by the grade samples consistently showed alight positive but " il 
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not significant relationships to the Indices of Status 
Characteristics. 
il 
This latter observation may be uade for the I' 
rj 
I grade samples with respect to their differential achievement 
in Language Usage and Paragraph Meaning with but two excep- i I 
i! 
tiona. Differential achievement in Paragraph Meaning was sig- i] 
nificantly related to the I.S.C. in the sixth grade, and the !i II 
li 
differential indices in Language Usage were significantly ji ··~~~~~c-~ 
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related to the Indices of Status Characteristics at the eighth~l 
grade level. 1,1 
: To speak of patterns of relationships between grades when ;1 
the coefficients are either of zero-order correlation or only ' 
slightly significant may be misleading. Nevertheless, the 
analysis or the patterning is informative and without danger 
of misinterpretation, if it is remembered that most all or 
these "r•s• are so small that they could have occurred by 
chance more than five times 1n a hundred. 
Summary.-- The findings of the study seem to uncover tew 
instances where the Differential Indices of Achievement are 
I 
significantly related to the Indices of Status Characteristics il 
in terms of product-moment coefficients of correlation. ii :i 
I: Furthermore, the "r's" that are statistically significant are i 
low enough to restrict interpretations to those or only the 
most ~ative type. 
The coefficients ot correlation between the three grade 
levels reveal a patterning highlighted by consistency. In 
any given area or differential achievement the degree and 
direction of the relationship to status tended to remain the 
same throughout the three grades. or course, there were 
exceptions to this consistency, but the deviations from the 
basic pattern were infrequent. The most important tact to 
remember here is the many zero-order coetricients preclude an 
overall meaningful pattern analysis. 
One more observation Should be made and stems from the 
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presence of community status as a common factor 
I 8 II~- _l_ 
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introducing II 
an unknown degree of similar variance in the performances on 'I 
the original aptitude and achievement measures from which 
'i these Differential Indices of Achievement are obtained. It 
I 
:, 
1! is hypothesized that the reported coefficients in this studv 1 II ~ lj 
:::i ::::r::::::o::::m::t:::u:~ ::::: :;i::~r r::::::_ ~~ 
ship. In other words a zero-order coefficient between any II 
D.I. and I.S.C. signifies that community status is not account~1 
ing for the variation in actual achievement from expected II 
achievement as it departs from the measured levels of achieve- II 
'I However, these performance leveThlsearerfeorine, I ment and aptitude. 
turn to some unknown degree determined by status. 
the "r's" reported in this study index the degree and direc-
1! 
tion ef relationship between the D.I.•s and I.s.c.•s in excessll 
of the degree or communality between aptitude and achievement !j 
II introduced by the presence of status as a common variance II 
~tor. ~ 
II 
'I 
r1 
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CHAPTER VI 
CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 
What conclusions can be formulated from the results of the 
research? Do these conclusions have any implications for edu-
cation? Are there limitations to this research that in any way 
restrict the interpretation of the findings? Does the present 
research generate any suggestions for further study and investi-
gation? The answers to these several questions delimit the 
scope of this chapter and conclude the report of the present 
investigation. 
Conclusions from the Findings 
The conclusions formulated from this research are traced 
along two lines of purpose, the effect community status has 
upon the differential achievement of school children and whether 
there exists a developmental pattern of this effect between the 
three grades. 
Effect of community status upon differential achievement.--
With but very few exceptions the findings of this study are 
such as to conclude that community status of children does not 
have a significant bearing upon their differential achievement 
in academic skills and subject-matter content at the fourth, 
sixth, and eighth grade levels. 
I . f'' ?"" 
:: . ......_dt.1. 
' 
_L 
!his conclusion is similar to the deductions reached by 
" Goughl and Thorndike2 who, in a different manner, accounted 
for the factor of scholastic aptitude while studying the ef-
fect status had upon certain school achievement. T.ne findings ;I 
I 
of this study are not tn>ical ot the results obtained by ot.ner 'j 
investigators who neglected to control scholastic aptitude be-
fore seeking the cause-and-effect relationship between status 
and achievement. In these latter studies the effect of status 
upon achievement appeared to be significant because of the 
1 failure to isolate this scholastic aptitude variable. 
,I 
'I 
II 
i! 
il 
11 ~ 
' 
lj j, 
II 
lj 
If one wishes to study .now non-intellectual factors are 
affecting achievement, natUrally the intellectual element must 
be controlled before any influence upon achievement by a par-
ticular non-intellectual variable can be indexed. 
]! 
'I I, 
Although the conclusion that coiiiiiiUD.ity status has no sig- 'i 
,, 
' ,, 
,, niticant effect upon differential achievement can be applied 
generally tor the academic skills and subject-matter content 
II in the grades under investigation, enough evidence is cited to 
'I li set up certain limiting qualifications to this inference. Of 
>I I 
'I the skill and subject-matter variables under scrutiny in 
" 
:1 grades four, six, and eight, a tew do indicate a tendency for 
·I 
'i 
,, community status to be affecting in a positive direction t.ne 
differential achievement of children. Included among these 
lGough. .QR,. cit., pp. 527-540. 
2Thorndike. £2. cit., pp. 265-271. 
:i 
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variables are elementary science and social studies II in all .i 
' I grades, literature 1n two grades, language usage and paragrapi:l , 
meaning 1n one grade. In addition, it is important to point 
out that community status tends to influence in a negative :i 
'· 
direction children 1 a differential achievement on the Ari thmeticl 
,j 
Computation and Spelling sub-teats. In all instances the de- 'I 
gresof relationship between these variables and status are 
small and not significant, but the negative direction of these 
coefficients of correlation single them out as deviating from 
the other observed "r's" which take a positive direction to a 
:! 
1
i significant or inaignificant degree depending upon the parti-
,, 
:! cular area of differential achievement being related to status 
I' 
II 
II 
II 
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!hat community status is affecting slightly children's 
differential achievement in elementary science is a strong 
confirmation of the environmental influence. The probability 
is great that youngsters of average to above-average coliiiiiWlity I 
status have greater opportunit,-, man,- stimulating contacts, ,I 
II 
and more experiences in famil7 life with things of a scientifiqj 
nature, in addition to the likelihood that many more of the 
parents of these children are scientists. Such conditions 
could do much to supplement a child1 s school learning in his 
scientific stud,-. 
The failure of community status to affect children's 
differential achievement in literature to a degree greater 
than that observed in this study is worthy Of comment. 
Certainly, the expectation of community status affecting 
-.-:.c~_..,-,;::_=:=:-..::-.~--=-~.....::==.::..~-",..~'~===--=_.:=----==--::-====-------==-::-=:--::...o=- _-
differential achievement on a literature test is reasonable. 
It can be argued that children trom average and above-average 
homes have more books at their disposal and are encouraged to 
read them, while children from below-average status have fewer 
books at home and learn that reading them is not necessarily 
an acceptable more 1n their cultural pattern. It is suspected 
that the slight but in most cases significant relationship 
ij 
J, between differential achievement 1n literature and status in i. ,, 
II 
II 
this study may be due, in part, to the content of' the Litera-
ture test on the Stanford Achievement Battery. This test is 
I 
I! 
11 sampling the stories and characters that are part of' American 
il 
i!i folklore and passed on to all children by either the parents 
1 . . --
! 
' 
II 
:; 
I! in the home or teachers in the classroom. If' other teats were i ,/ ,, 
U to be devised that sampled children's acquaintance with books II 
I' 
!I ,, 
recommended tor children's reading in the Book Section of' the 
Xew York Times, an entirely different picture might be re-
corded. Perhaps in this instance status w~ld exert an even 
h 
I 
1: greater positive inf'luence on literary identification and 
,, 
il 
I! 
" ' 
acquaintance. Another supposition is that a test of' aesthetic 
!1 appreciation 1n literature might reveal differences along 
:! 
:I 
:i 
community status lines. These explanations and suggestions 
are offered as hypotheses and indicate that research of' this 
type might be profitable and inf'ormative. 
Tne tendency f'or community status to have some bearing 
ir upon children's differential performance in language usage ! 
'I I 
I! 
! 
__ t_~_e_ems_ unde_rst~~le:_ ~~-~~~position is that home and family!/ 
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experiences and opportunities ot children surrounded by favor-
able socioeconomic circumstances are among the most effective 
factors in influencing the development of correct language 
usage. Whereas, in homes and families or less favorable c1r-
'' cumstancea the opportunities and imitative patterns available 
to the children are not as plentiful and helpful in establisn-
ing fundamental acquaintance and skill in correct usage. 
'l'he evidence that community status has some alight effect 
beyond chance upon differential achievement in paragraph mean-
ing in one grade and geography in all three grades seems to 
highlight the necessity of possessing language facility in 
learning certain skills and subject-matter content in school. 
Essentially, successfUl performance in these areas demands 
reading for meaning and concepts whether it be from a fourth 
or sixth-grade reader or a social studies' textbook. It ia 
known that children from below-average community status do 
nave limitations in handling problems and content essentially ,1 
couched in linguistic symbolism. Perhaps in these specific 
areas this handicap is operating to affect achievement. An-
other explanation tor this tendency of status to affect dit-
' 
terential achievement in these areas may be connected with the·' 
subject-matter preferences of children. Some studies have 
interred that Englian and Social Studies are among those sub-
jects least preferred by youngsters from lower socioeconomic 
backgrounds. Of course, this lack of interest must, in part, 
be generated by the children's difficulty in handling problema f 
1_;_[36 
'i 
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I' and content expressed with much verbal symbolism. 
The findings or this investigation reveal that community 
status either has no effect upon the differential achievement 
ot children in arithmetic computation and spelling or a very 
slight degree or influence in a negative direction. Tbis 
latter observation is based upon "r•s• which could have oc-
curred by chance with the study sample. or all the variables 
studied, these two skills call tor a certain drill type ot 
;i learning. I.f there is a tendency tor status to affect differ- 1 
ential achievement in these skills negatively, i.e., the lower 1 
the status index, the higher the index or differential achieve-' 
', 
.'i ment, then some hypothesis to explain this phenomenon is 1n 
i' 
1 order. Perhaps, drill learning does not challenge children or 
n 
,, 
t! 
' 
,, 
,, 
li 
' li 
1: 
I' 
'I 
ii ,, 
' 
average and above-average status whose opportunities tor learn.., 
1ng experiences outisde the school are many and diversified, 
thus promoting the desire tor similar stiaulating experiences 
in the classroom. Tbe drill type ot learning would not foster 
such experiences. However, it is very possible that children 
ot below-average status accept and react to the drill method 
ot learning more readily and favorably, because it is concrete 
and they find in such a practice nothing that conflicts with 
their expectations or the school experience. 
Tbe tact tnat spelling and arithmetic computation are 
skills which are learned largely 1n the classroom may be 
interpreted as offering support to the argument just presented~ 
' 
Continuing stress must be placed upon the tact that all 
' '8· VI ~ I 
' "-- _- __ : ·--~·-·-_:_:_.,.: ~ .. ----- ~- - -=-"'--=t· --
!1 
" 
" ![ the findings indicative of status affecting differential 
ii 
, ac.nievement are of very limited significance, and therefore, 
the degree of effect commanity status exerts upon achievement 
must be interpreted as more of a tendency toward influence 
than an impact of overwhelming proportions. 
Develep4ng pattern of effect.-- !be existence of so few 
skill and subject-matter variables that show tendencies toward 
:i significant relationships to coliDIIIlllity status within each 
'I grade naturally precludes a general patterning of effect of 
,, 
I' 
11 one type or another between the grades. 
ii 
'' Stendler' sl research reveals a developing social aware-
11 
!I nesa of status by children, and this finding suggested that 
II 
perhaps the cumulative effect of socioeconomic conditions and 
status may well be increasing the effect of status upon dif-
ferential achievement. 
No indications of this phenomenon appear in the findings. 
Rather, the pattern is one of consistency. Zero-order coeffi-
cients in the fwrth grade held thrOughout the sixth and 
eighth grades. Significant •r•s• between D.I. 1 s and I.s.c.•s 
tended to keep the same degree and direction of relationS,nip 
at each grade level. Significant increments and reversals in 
relationship were not observed. 
1stendler. .9P.· ill•, 103 P• 
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Implications ot the Findings 
What then are the implications ot these findings tor 
education? It is clear the previous generalization offered 
by many sociologists and some educators to the effect that 
,: , !J. n 
" _,_(,_ ' ... ] 
i 
COIIIIIIWli ty status is extensively influencing a child's achieve- ij 
ment has been over-dramatized and must be questioned seriously~ 
ii 
The ,findings ot this study seem to explode the idea that com- ' 
munity status exerts considerable influence upon youngsters' 
differential achievement in academic skills and subject-
matter content. Only a small proportion of the variation be-
tween expected and actual aehievement may be attributed to 
i.' 
'I status. Certainly, attention now might be given to the mul-
!1 j, tiplicity ot other factors which presumably are accounting 
d 
tor a large share ot variation between expected and actual 
achi·evement. 
If, as this group study reveals, community status has 
little effect upon the differential aehievement of children 
in grades tour, six, and eight, then what 1n turn does this 
conclusion suggest to teachers? 
Teaching responsibility 1n ligbt of findings.-- The 
inability to reject the null-hypothesis of no relationship 
between community status and differential achievement seems 
to hold the following implications for teachers: 
1. Underachievement by children in the classroom ge~:r­
alll is not attributable to below-average commun Y 
status. 
il 
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i. Overachievement by children in the classroom generally 
cannot be explained away as a function of average or 
above-average community status. 
3. Underacnievement and overachievement, particularly in 
geography, literature, and elementary science may be 
partially a product of the child's community status 
and other factors. 
, 
4. I.t the tendency is present for differential achievementii 
to vary with a variance in community status, then on ,, 
the affected skills and subject-matter content teachers, 
should adopt methods, materials, and motivating situa-
tions that will insure an equal learning climate for 
all the children in the classroom. 
5. Where community status does have a tendency to affect 
differential achievement, a pattern of consistency is 
indicated and suggests to teachers the necessity of 
continual efforts to counteract any effect that migPt 
create a real handicap tor the child in progressing 
througP school. 
!here is a temptation to follow the line of reasoning 
'i that if community status 1s not accounting for a significant 
il 
il 
proportion ot differential achievement, then it must be among 
other elements in-school factors, particularly the teacher, 
accounting for whatever ability-achievement variance is present~ 
'I 
Ot course, this study otters no evidence to this point, but 
the hypothesis is suggested and established for further inves-
tigation. 
pifterential achievement in the classroom.-- Considered 
separately, the proportion of overachievers or underachievers 
in academic skills and subject-matter content is small com-
pared to the preponderance of normal achievers. These find-
ings suggest that teachers should be cautious when judging a 
large nuaber of children in a single classroom as under-
,, 
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achievers or overachievers. 
This suggestion does not illlply teachers should necessarily:: 
eliminate observation and first-hand acquaintance in favor of 
,f objective measures to estimate this phenomenon. Certainly, 
the two methods go hand in hand, but care should be taken to 
objectify the observations to avoid tne influence of personal 
behavior of cnildren or teacher idiosyncracies upon the judg-
ment made. 
If, however, the overachievers and underachievers in 
these skill and subject-matter content areas are considered 
as one deviant group from normal achievement, then this pro-
portion to the total group assumes significance and implies 
that teachers must make every effort to appraise achievement 
deviating from expectation, explore the possible causes of 
such behavior, and take methodological steps to see that 
underachievement is remedied and overachievement is continued, 
if such educational therapy is not at the expense of the 
child's total adjustment. 
'! ' c_~ ""'; 
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Limitations or the Study 
Usually the undertaking or any research is not without 
certain limitations either imposed by the limitations or the 
instruments or investigation utilized to sample phenomena or 
the procedures involved in conducting the investigation. The 
present study, like others, involves limitations or both types 
mentioned. Tnererore, results and conclusions reached from 
these findings must necessarily be confined to the frame or 
reference imposed by the nature or the restrictions present. 
Evaluative instruments.-- In order to describe and inter-
pret the acnievement, scholastic aptitude, and community 
status or tne study sample in an objective fashion, it was 
necessary to use instruments and techniques devised to sample 
and reveal these phenomena. In so doing the investigator 
automatically limits his study not only to the degree or val-
idity and reliability these instruments and techniques possess,1 
but to an expression or achievement, or scholastic aptitude, 
and or community status derived on tne basis or a single 
sampling. 
Although such a procedure automatically imposes limita-
tions upon tne findings or the study, the selection or rela-
tively valid and reliable instruments and techniques does much ,i 
to offset tnis situation. The uae or carefully standardized 
and valid instruments to measure scholastic aptitude, 
I 
academiD :f 
,, 
I 
' 
skills and subject-matter content in the present study at 
least provides data of a dependable nature even if the results 
under scrutiny are derived trom but a single performance. The 
technique of evaluating community status in this study appears 
to be more valid than previous procedures and is based upon an 
empirical approach that has successfully identified the commun-:i 
I 
' 1ty status of residents in the experimental co!!l!!!lm1ty and otJlerj 
cities. In addition, care was taken to modify and adjust this 
status-identification technique so as to provide the most 
valid measure possible tor the study sample. 
One further limitation imposed upon the study by the 
evaluative instruments must be cited. Both the Pintner 
General Ability Test and the Stanford Achievement Battery are 
heavily weighted with problems expressed 1n verbal symbols 
and rightly so, as they purport to measure academic aptitude 
and academic achievement. To the extent community status 
affects performance on these tests saturated with verbal sym-
bolism, then to that degree initial performance in terms of 
expected and actual achievement is influenced. Tnat comn•n1ty 
status does affect test performance is revealed by research 
which indicates that children from below average community 
status have a handicap in solving problems of a linguistic 
type. 
Therefore, it follows that differential achievement pro-
ceeds not from some level evaluated by a "pure• measure Of 
'("")'"' 
:--·• .. ../t.!· 
ability to achieve towards a level measured through a "pure" 
instrument or actual achievement, but rather from two perform-
ances both of which are colored to an unknown degree by com-
munity status. 
Further research shall decide whether it is more meaning- 1 
tul to measure ability to achieve with some "culture-fair" 
instrument which may lack achievement predictability or on the 
other hand, continue to use aptitude instruments, the perform-
ance on which is affected by status but, nevertheless, instru-
mente possessing a high degree of predictive efficiency tor 
academic achievement in skills and subject-matter content 
placing a premium on linguistic ability. 
Single community sampling.-- Typical of research of this 
nature, the investigation was confined to a single eomm•n1ty. 
Although 88 per cent of the graded population entered into the 
findings of the study, the population upon which the findings 
are based is derived from a single community. Accordingly, 
certain limitations must be placed upon the results and 
implications proceeding from such findings. 
As noted previously, the study sample's performance on 
both the Pintner General Ability Teet and the Stanford Achieve-i 
ment Battel'f is generally similar to the national sampling ob- •• 
tained in the standardizing procedures of these instruments. 
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1- ~erefore, 'I ' P.c r~ ii _._~ .. -~ ,, 'I it may be concluded that the academic aptitude and 
I 
'I 
achievement on academic skills and subject-matter content of th~ 
study's population is for interpretative purposes similar to th~ 
universe as sampled in the standardizing procedures by these 
I instruments. However, no such conclusion may be reached for 
I ... • 
the community status of the study sample. 
Investigations have revealed that patterns of community 
status exist in every city and town that have undergone com-
i 
I 
I 
I' 
II 
I 
munity analysis, but the complexity and rigidity of such pat-
terning varies from community to community for various reasons. 
It cannot be concluded that Keene, New Hampshire, is typical of 
! 
all communities in this country, but it may be assumed although i 
' 
not proved that cities and towns or similar population, tradi-
tion, and development with diversified industry will have a sim-i 
ilar patterning of community status. 
1
1 Furthermore, the socioeconomic characteristics entering 
1[ into the evaluation of community status in Keene are present in 
I 
all communities. It is not without the realm of reason to sus-
,, 
i 
pect that citizens in other communities attach like prestige to 1! 
varying levels of occupation, sources of income, house types, 
,i 
II 
i and dwelling areas. Every study interested in this sociologies~ 
:I I jl phenomenon has indica ted findings which support this hypo the sis j 
I' In the strictest sense, then, it is not possible to infer I 
I 
:i 
universal conclusions from the findings of this study. However, 
the study population is not so atypical and the procedures so ! 
singular but what the results of this study can find applicatio+ 
-- - ~ 
..... ~~ ,_. 
to the school systems of other communities. At least the results! 
I 
of this study raise some serious questions about the validity 
of the sociologists' claim that community status is affecting 
the school achievement of children. 
j! Suggestions for Further Research 
II 
1: The present study does suggest several lines of further 
j investigation. Research seems to beget more research and those 
I people interested in this area may find an idea for further 
i 
I study. Certainly the findings of many studies of this nature 
jl must be pooled and compared before any conclusion can be accept~~ 
11 or rejected and the implications involved applied with some 
II degree of universality to the educational systems in this 
I! country. 
' Classroom factors and differential achievement.-- Worth-
1 
] while findings might evolve from a comparison of overachieve-
~· I 
! ment and underachievement in the classroom against such variablE!r 
! as methodology, curriculum and particularly teacher effective-
; 
I 
1
! ness and personality. Although some of these variables may be 
i 
11 difficult to observe objectively, scale, and control, neverthe-
j[ less, the information that might be gleaned by such a study 
Ill : justifies an attempt. 
I' Search for other non-intellectual factors.-- Aside from ~~investigating classroom factors to account for differential 
,I 
;' i 
I 
further investigation of other variables that may ~~~ achievement, 
i be affecting achievement as it varies from aptitude is 
=+= 
indicate~. 
I! 
I 
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1! These studies may be specific in ter-ms of a single variable 
,I 
i affecting a single skill or of broader scope involving the 
II 
II 
" 
! 
study of several variables including such factors as emotional 
adjustment, physical health, persistence, and level of aspira-
tion. 
Possibly the ideal method of research is the case study 
approach sacrificing numbers for detailed data and especially 
information on interacting forces between the variables in pro-
ducing an unknown degree of effect upon children's achievement. '1 
Relationship of community status to grades.-- A comparison i 
II study of children's comnnmity status in relationship to school 
)i grades and standardized achievement test results on one or 
I 
I 
I 
I 
li 
I several skills might be made. Previous re11earch reflects a bia~ 
in school grading along 11tatus lines. This situation needs to 
I 
be confirmed or denied more positively and compared to the re-
sults of l!Uch studies as the present investigation. 
Differential achievement by grades and test results.--
Another suggestion evolving out of the findings of the present 
study would be an analysis of the frequency of differential 
achievement identified by teacher grades or evaluation and the 
results of either standardized or teacher-made achievement test~ 
of one or more skills and subject-matter content. 
Techniques tor making aptitude-achievement comparisons.--
A study sample might be selected and the frequency of over-
achievers and underachievers on one or several skill or subject~ 
I 
matter variables noted by such varied procedures as the achiever 
" t 
ment quotient, teacher estimation, and the regression-estimate 
technique utilized in the present study. 
II 
:! 
I 
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Summary.-- As a result of' the present study, the hypothesisi 
i 
that community status does not af'f'ect the achievement of' chil-
l 
dren on academic skills and subject-matter content once scholas-! 
I 
tic aptitude is controlled continues to stand unref'uted. How-
ever, f'urther conf'irmation of' this hypothesis is suggested and 
more broadly, other non-intellectual f'actors need study to ex-
plain why the actual achievement of' 11Jimmy 11 and "Johnny" varies 
f'rom their expected achievement in academic skills and subject-
matter content. 
I 
II 
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APPENDIX B 

IT IIGeneral Purpose Table. (Continued} 
II_.. J< Stanford Sub-Test Scores 
li ~ ~ :1., 
il ~-o ~ g P M W M L U A R A C LIT ss· I SS II E S SP 
I Ol 121 114 Ol 
I 23 161 
I 24 148 
. 25 150 
'1. 26 123 i 27 132 
!, 28 126 
!I 29 134 
30 140 
31 128 
32 122 
33 124 
34 135 
35 136 
36 145 
37 138 
I' 36 112 
:I 39 131 
: 40 126 
li 41 147 
42 131 
43 135 
44 135 
45 128 
46 159 
47 124 
46 126 
li 49 126 
II 50 150 
~L~·-· 
49 57 51 48 49 70 48 
56 56 57 44 47 44 55 
50 56 54 36 40 64 56 
32 25 29 30 46 30 34 
47 34 53 42 4l 39 48 
30 33 26 32 32 37 31 
43 41 49 34 41 57 49 
46 42 45 49 42 46 46 
32 36 29 30 34 42 46 
30 27 28 26 42 30 37 
36 26 27 34 34 43 39 
39 40 62 44 46 41 30 
49 56 48 36 45 57 49 
30 39 37 46 34 37 51 
40 39 40 36 39 42 43 
30 28 27 26 47 31 30 
46 42 46 50 41 46 34 
33 33 36 38 40 33 30 
59 60 64 44 42 56 54 
48 52 57 40 45 44 45 
39 43 36 34 33 41 43 
36 40 49 48 46 39 39 
28 29 22 26 33 26 40 
57 52 46 52 51 50 54 
28 33 29 26 29 26 31 
43 39 38 44 46 40 45 
36 35 29 36 35 34 40 
52 54 57 46 50 53 51 
52 
39 
50 
31 
50 
40 
42 
41 
32 
31 
35 
36 
50 
51 
44 
31 
42 
35 
45 
53 
44 
47 
32 
55 
39 
38 
45 
44 
67 54 
52 52 
60 43 
24 30 
39 36 
24 39 
46 57 
42 42 
30 34 
24 31 
36 40 
60 58 
49 49 
52 25 
42 39 
27 32 
58 58 
35 46 
64 63 
65 54 
41 27 
48 26 
27 36 
55 55 
26 22 
36 43 
39 47 
57 65 
r.s.c. Ratings 
Weighted 
Occ. Source House Area Total 
2 
6 
6 
6 
6 
7 
6 
7 
6 
6 
5 
7 
6 
6 
5 
6 
6 
3 
5 
2 
6 
2 
7 
4 
6 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
6 
5 
5 
5 
5 
7 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
4 
5 
4 
5 
4 
6 
5 
3 
6 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
6 
5 
6 
6 
6 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
3 
7 
5 
5 
4 
5 
7 
4 
6 
5 
6 
5 
7 
4 
7 
5 
5 
5 
6 
5 
6 
4 
4 
5 
5 
6 
4 
5 
4 
7 
3 
6 
4 
5 
6 
37 
69 
64 
66 
64 
72 
62 
72 
64 
65 
67 
62 
7l 
69 
71 
62 
60 
64 
66 
50 
60 
37 
74' 
4l 
70 
48 
65 
72 
I ,•. 
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General Purpose Table. (Continued) 
.... ~ ~ ~ G) G) = G) Stanford Sub-Test Scores r.s.c. Ratillgs ~j ~g 
0) 121 "" 0) 
P M W :U: L U A R A C LIT SS I SS II E S SP 
Weighted 
Occ. Source House Area Total 
51 128 36 35 35 42 45 34 
52 152 56 58 54 50 47 54 
53 127 29 29 35 30 41 37 
54 159 61 58 40 46 44 58 
55 153 43 42 42 50 48 42 
56 148 54 46 61 48 46 58 
57 144 55 49 37 42 46 53 
58 139 44 42 43 42 41 53 
59 118 29 32 26 30 35 35 
60 155 52 62 74 55 48 70 
61 144 39 42 44 40 40 39 
62 134 30 35 38 32 38 34 
63 127 37 34 33 28 35 27 
64 131 39 36 41 50 48 50 
65 136 36 38 34 42 47 50 
66 126 35 26 25 40 40 35 
67 134 33 34 33 32 35 40 
~ ~5 ft ~ w 38 45 46 
" 69 138 36 33 33 44 41 36 
11 70 158 53 56 57 40 4o 68 
i'l 71 144 40 56 54 28 30 44 
72 137 39 42 38 28 48 44 
: ~: ~~ : ~~ ~~ ~~ :: ~ 
75 136 47 47 47 32 48 49 
76 131 32 39 39 36 38 46 
77 168 61 ~ 55 53 44 67 
~ ~4 40 Q 44 36 Q ~ 
79 161 52 55 45 49 50 61 
= = #c~act --l4.g "'" 3Q ~cc_3~ --~ .~~L 39 
30 
50 
47 
55 
46 
42 
46 
43 
30 
58 
45 
37 
34 
36 
39 
42 
45 
37 
43 
53 
46 
42 
39 
37 
45 
51 
51 
39 
49 
43 
42 
45 
47 
46 
48 
49 
52 
41 
:u 
58 
47 
31 
37 
46 
48 
45 
48 
40 
45 
60 
60 
31 
44 
53 
55 
44 
49 
42 
51 
46 
32 48 
64 39 
35 39 
73 47 
54 43 
48 39 
58 58 
46 49 
26 21 
74 63 
48 41 
31 40 
28 39 
41 39 
39 45 
33 33 
36 48 
36 57 
41 47 
65 55 
57 32 
45 45 
32 26 
29 36 
49 47 
37 40 
68 58 
42 41 
52 65 
39 34 
7 
4 
7 
3 
5 
2 
4 
5 
5 
1 
3 
6 
4 
2 
2 
5 
5 
4 
3 
3 
4 
5 
1 
6 
5 
6 
2 
4 
3 
3 
5 
5 
5 
3 
5 
4 
5 
5 
5 
3 
3 
5 
5 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
3 
3 
5 
5 
3 
5 
5 
5 
4 
5 
4 
4 
4 
5 
6 
4 
3 
4 
3 
3 
3 
2 
6 
3 
4 
5 
3 
5 
4 
4 
5 
4 
3 
5 
3 
5 
4 
5 
5 
5 
4 
5 
4 
6 
5 
2 
5 
2 
5 
5 
5 
1 
5 
4 
5 
4 
4 
4 
4 
2 
4 
5 
3 
4 
3 
3 
6 
4 
4 
5 
4 
4 
63 
58 
71 
37 
54 
36 
50 
54 
54 
21 
49 
56 
53 
43 
37 
58 
55 
47 
44 
43 
46 
58 
28 
60 
59 
62 
43 
56 
44 
47 
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General Purpose Table. (Continued) 
.p 
s~ ~j 
IlliZI 
~­~g 
I>< Ill 
Stanford Sub-Test Scores 
P M W M L U A R A C LIT S8 I 88 II E 8 8P 
81 139 42 41 49 44 41 44 36 50 52 41 
82 137 46 46 54 32 46 43 45 37 42 46 
83 139 32 42 35 40 40 50 46 45 42 38 
84 130 27 27 27 40 35 36 33 32 24 28 
85 150 56 57 64 42 42 61 42 54 57 58 
86 142 58 51 30 40 38 65 52 53 52 52 
87 135 40 35 41 36 41 31 53 40 49 42 
88 135 47 45 37 36 35 43 37 38 42 46 
89 136 44 45 56 44 45 50 52 42 52 42 
90 136 43 34 38 46 44 44 45 42 36 29 
91 151 48 46 43 42 40 56 36 49 57 47 
92 128 40 39 38 38 42 41 43 31 42 46 
93 134 40 38 33 38 39 40 39 42 44 33 
94 121 29 33 30 24 40 40 33 41 28 26 
I
I 95 131 29 32 37 2s 39 2s 36 36 35 3o 
1 96 136 36 29 23 40 39 3o 37 41 43 58 
1
'1 97 128 33 31 41 40 39 30 30 35 36 39 
98 150 48 48 58 53 42 51 46 47 49 55 
1 99 136 29 33 30 42 41 34 39 37 37 34 
' 100 142 48 45 38 44 50 43 36 31 46 38 
11101 120 35 34 24 32 40 26 40 32 27 22 
I 102 142 40 46 42 48 47 42 43 50 58 40 
:!103 142 47 47 52 40 44 42 48 47 48 52 
104 125 30 40 35 30 41 39 36 38 30 25 
105 157 52 63 68 38 46 65 58 50 61 63 
106 156 70 66 70 52 46 67 58 55 64 55 
107 153 53 55 57 46 40 67 36 52 65 51 
108 119 32 39 28 28 33 26 36 36 24 22 
109 125 30 28 33 38 38 36 36 37 38 43 
'' ' #- ,,_ 
r.s.c. Ratings 
Occ. Source 
6 
6 
5 
2 
5 
1 
5 
6 
5 
5 
6 
5 
3 
6 
5 
6 
7 
4 
3 
6 
4 
6 
6 
6 
6 
1 
3 
5 
5 
5 
5 
4 
5 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
7 
4 
3 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
3 
3 
5 
Weighted 
House Area Total 
3 
5 
2 
5 
6 
2 
5 
4 
4 
5 
5 
4 
6 
5 
6 
4 
7 
7 
3 
6 
4 
6 
5 
5 
5 
3 
2 
2 
5 
3 
4 
2 
4 
3 
5 
2 
6 
4 
4 
2 
4 
5 
6 
6 
5 
4 
7 
4 
5 
3 
4 
4 
4 
4 
3 
1 
2 
5 
54 
62 
45 
43 
59 
32 
54 
53 
55 
58 
58 
55 
55 
66 
65 
61 
72 
84 
45 
49 
57 
57 
62 
62 
62 
54 
21 
31 
60 
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General Purpose Table. (Continued) 
.p ,. Stanford Sub-Test Scores I.S .c. Ratings ! ,. C) C) .:l C) 
11~1 ~g P M W M L U A R A C LIT SS I SS II E S SP Weighted Occ. Source House Area Total I t1l 121 ... t1l 
1
'110 145 55 51 55 38 39 53 45 52 57 38 2 4 3 1 31 
111 131 29 50 49 32 38 50 52 51 52 38 4 5 4 4 51 
112 112 29 25 34 30 36 34 40 38 32 23 2 3 2 1 25 
113 114 29 31 26 32 40 28 42 42 24 26 6 5 5 6 66 
114 142 44 43 58 40 42 46 45 50 54 49 7 5 5 6 70 
115 131 33 41 43 34 39 30 30 37 33 26 1 3 3 3 28 
116 150 44 46 29 53 44 58 48 40 31 60 6 5 5 5 64 
117 136 39 36 41 40 48 42 31 36 39 38 6 5 7 6 72 
118 123 35 32 40 32 33 30 30 31 <;!1 25 7 5 5 3 64 
119 138 50 46 37 46 42 42 57 50 28 41 6 5 4 3 57 
120 138 49 48 45 38 39 46 46 45 43 52 3 5 5 6 62 
121 127 32 34 37 28 34 37 34 31 28 32 1 4 3 3 31 
122 134 36 35 33 26 29 36 42 36 25 43 7 5 5 3 64 
1123 125 29 41 29 28 33 26 33 36 31 22 2 3 4 3 35 
124 118 29 32 28 40 35 35 30 33 30 32 6 5 4 5 61 
125 126 37 36 34 30 38 41 30 35 34 32 2 3 1 2 24 
126 129 40 39 31 30 33 47 34 46 43 34 5 5 5 4 58 
127 129 46 48 55 28 34 36 45 32 45 38 5 5 4 3 53 
128 128 37 31 33 36 40 36 43 37 32 28 4 5 4 4 61 
129 150 43 51 49 46 49 63 40 50 57 63 2 5 4 3 41 
130 151 46 48 60 50 41 54 47 57 69 43 2 4 4 6 42 
11131 145 42 41 60 49 42 42 49 44 53 55 3 3 5 3 42 
'132 145 44 49 55 34 44 57 50 46 64 55 3 3 4 4 41 
133 150 50 56 57 44 44 49 48 54 73 54 2 4 4 3 38 
1134 127 28 33 22 32 40 33 40 32 33 26 2 3 4 3 35 
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!General Purpose Table. (Continued) 
"" a:. 
Stanford Sub-Test Scores I.s.c. Ratings 
I~~ ~t> ~~""~ Weighted 
"" ,!:! C) P M W M L U A R A C LIT SS I SS II E S 
1117l Ill 11. l7l 
SP Occ. Source House Area Total 
68 51 158 53 65 70 65 64 51 71 64 72 4 4 7 4 57 
52 153 54 55 71 49 57 57 60 55 67 63 5 5 3 4 52 
53 158 60 63 62 63 55 53 54 54 68 61 6 5 3 3 54 
54 147 44 52 51 52 47 50 51 52 53 40 3 5 4 5 49 
55 126 40 34 33 42 44 49 43 36 38 32 6 7 6 76 
56 158 54 58 54 57 58 67 59 58 71 48 5 5 3 4 52 
q 57 142 44 54 61 49 55 65 54 66 64 59 6 7 5 73 
58 140 44 47 43 56 57 42 39 44. 35 44 6 5 5 4 62 
59 157 61 60 56 50 52 57 54 57 57 54 6 5 4 5 61 
60 154 64 61 55 53 48 67 73 74 74 53 5 5 5 4 58 
61 154 68 67 58 60 54 72 61 71 73 58 1 3 2 1 21 
62 137 47 42 51 52 57 49 53 54 61 42 5 5 3 5 54 
63 150 54 52 61 44 46 70 58 58 74 43 2 3 2 1 25 
64 128 37 42 43 34 45 47 39 .46 34 40 3 5 7 5 58 
165 140 48 47 51 53 50 57 42 51 42 55 7 5 6 73 i 66 155 66 61 68 56 59 49 50 57 60 79 4 5 4 2 47 II:~ llO 33 27 30 38 42 33 31 31 31 30 5 5 5 6 62 150 59 60 76 59 60 54 52 56 74 54 2 3 2 3 29 69 152 66 61 53 53 49 71 65 52 52 79 5 5 5 6 62 
70 142 64 50 48 49 50 42 42 46 48 64 5 5 5 4 58 
71 159 52 f!9 58 55 55 64 54 59 63 46 4 5 4 4 51 
72 147 44 40 49 38 51 57 47 53 49 40 3 3 3 4 38 
73 15'7 6'7 61 6'7 62 62 60 52 62 74 72 4 4 5 3 49 
74 165 63 66 68 56 55 71 60 70 70 65 3 4 4 3 42 
75 166 68 67 69 67 64 71 65 67 68 74 2 5 4 3 41 
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General Purpose Table. (Continued) 
i~ ~ Stanford Sub-Test Scores r.s.c. Ratings G) J:l G) 
B1 ~3 Weighted 
Ill Iii l1t Ill P M W M L U A R A C LIT SS I SS II E S SP Occ. Source House Area Total 
'76 164 58 59 64 62 59 56 '7'7 '70 63 67 1 3 2 1 21 
7'7 169 66 71 73 62 59 78 73 71 71 58 2 3 4 4 3'7 
'78 157 66 61 64 53 50 65 68 70 70 '97 6 5 5 4 62 
79 163 63 69 65 52 60 65 67 68 70 49 2 4 4 5 42 
80 164 72 66 63 57 59 65 65 64 73 62 1 3 2 2 23 
81 160 67 61 66 48 41 61 67 67 71 58 1 4 6 3 37 
82 143 39 40 48 52 67 41 40 50 52 43 6 5 6 6 69 
83 129 49 47 41 46 44 58 58 68 54 38 3 3 3 4 38 
84 136 46 40 36 48 48 50 49 39 49 44 5 5 4 4 56 
85 144 43 58 48 48 56 54 51 50 58 49 7 5 5 5 68 
86 144 50 63 61 38 52 67 50 53 - 63 58 7 5 7 5 71 
87 132 42 40 40 42 58 36 47 31 38 45 6 5 6 6 69 
88 148 66 58 22 46 58 63 51 60 68 48 6 5 4 2 55 
89 140 44 48 42 46 55 50 40 48 52 53 5 5 5 6 62 
90 141 48 50 38 50 56 40 48 57 50 50 5 5 5 4 58 
91 125 40 40 44 52 52 40 36 44 41 40 6 5 5 4 62 
92 148 52 50 45 52 53 67 49 58 53 42 1 4 2 4 30 
93 153 56 61 63 57 57 72 54 63 67 50 2 4 3 4 37 
94 135 39 34 44 56 62 37 43 39 46 39 2 4 4 4 40 
95 138 47 47 42 52 59 41 50 54 64 40 6 5 7 5 70 
96 153 52 66 49 59 58 61 60 67 57 57 3 5 4 5 49 
97 120 35 29 30 38 50 44 33 31 27 33 4 5 5 4 54 
98 150 52 56 61 65 60 61 54 52 65 43 5 4 4 3 50 .. 
99 133 44 47 41 46 49 51 50 49 43 43 5 5 5 4 58 
100 123 36 31 33 44 49 41 30 35 33 39 7 5 5 6 70 
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!!General Purpose Table. (Continued) 
I 
I 
' Stanford Sub-Test Scores I.S.C. Ratings 
I 
I 
... ~ 
s:l r.. G) 
eDt> s:lCI 
'd,g .j.>J.. P 9 ,!:i o Weighted 
~ :z; p.. ~ P M W M L U A R A C LIT SS I SS II E S SP Occ. Source House Area Total 
i 101 158 68 75 79 57 54 71 80 71 77 77 1 3 3 1 24 
i 102 147 46 50 54 55 52 50 60 50 61 44 6 3 3 51 
1103 158 62 61 59 56 62 71 57 62 70 74 5 5 5 4 58 
jl04 140 46 47 33 42 52 54 52 39 35 45 6 5 3 4 57 
1105 176 80 75 68 75 68 75 77 75 64 72 3 3 2 4 35 
'1106 167 70 71 75 56 60 75 50 52 73 69 2 4 5 3 41 
107 146 57 56 48 36 52 50 49 40 49 49 6 5 4 3 57 
108 161 60 68 55 62 60 61 74 75 65 60 1 4 1 2 23 
1109 128 36 27 33 48 42 30 30 31 . 27 34 6 5 5 4 62 
1
110 160 53 57 58 65 60 54 55 53 65 65 6 5 4 3 57 
111 145 47 49 45 60 62 41 54 56 48 43 5 5 5 5 60 
1112 172 72 65 67 67 59 74 57 63 65 69 2 4 5 3 41 
11113 138 57 55 40 40 51 57 52 49 53 40 4 5 5 4 54 
1114 153 58 63 67 53 59 60 61 64 67 57 5 4 5 4 55 
1115 119 40 38 33 38 35 40 43 46 30 34 6 5 5 4 62 
i 116 148 62 50 69 56 62 '9 55 62 61 50 4 5 3 5 50 
! 117 146 62 43 40 53 54 65 47 46 50 51 4 5 5 6 58 
1118 151 64 58 70 57 56 58 54 53 57 61 6 5 5 4 62 
1
119 134 56 47 51 44 57 56 51 44 46 44 2 5 5 4 46 
120 154 55 54 56 60 61 49 37 54 53 51 5 5 5 4 58 
121 153 61 57 64 50 57 57 49 55 64 45 3 4 5 5 49 1122 169 70 71 71 60 55 74 67 65 70 71 3 4 5 3 45 
123 153 70 65 58 55 57 72 65 67 65 56 3 3 5 6 48 
124 151 50 56 62 56 61 71 56 55 58 58 6 5 5 4 62 
125 131 55 42 45 46 44 40 48 44 50 40 6 5 5 5 64 
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~~oneral Purpoao Table. (Continued) 
~~! " Stanford Sub-Test Scores 
" ., G) S::Gl 
I .£1 .P '-~~~ ~~ PM W M L U A R A C LIT SS ISS II E S SP 
II~; 
128 
129 
130 
131 
132 
133 
134 
135 
136 
;1137 
,138 
il39 
1140 
1141 
1
142 
143 
1144 
!145 
1
146 
14:7 
1148 
149 
150 
154 
157 
148 
172 
158 
147 
159 
148 
155 
150 
178 
153 
150 
166 
162 
158 
156 
146 
147 
143 
153 
146 
155 
147 
136 
42 50 43 
56 68· 52 
47 53 56 
75 69 74 
65 66 75 
62 61 59 
56 55 59 
64 68 55 
49 51 52 
50 54 53 
70 69 55 
53 52 58 
60 54 51 
78 74 . 79 
65 70 62 
55 60 52 
58 59 45 
55 47 49 
61 50 53 
46 53 55 
52 51 42 
54 53 65 
59 68 71 
62 65 75 
42 48 46 
46 47 47 56 
53 57 fR 68 
40 57 46 55 
62 61 74 75 
49 59 63 64 
55 57 78 64 
60 60 36 49 
48 51 7l 74 
53 52 58 51 
46 51 44 45 
63 59 65 75 
60 58 51 47 
44 47 54 55 
53 61 72 67 
56 56 71 63 
65 59 53 64 
52 55 63 50 
52 57 57 54 
53 50 63 64 
44 51 50 54 
53 53 50 57 
52 52 50 53 
48 53 67 59 
50 55 65 64 
40 44 53 50 
53 
60 
49 
eo 
63 
63 
62 
62 
48 
46 
74 
52 
58 
65 
64 
57 
55 
60 
64 
50 
67 
49 
58 
68 
52 
57 47 
53 57 
49 53 
70 69 
68 72 
73 53 
54 51 
77 64 
64 32 
61 61 
73 74 
57 52 
60 51 
77 72 
70 56 
61 40 
65 47 
65 45 
67 46 
60 58 
57 53 
60 56 
70 64 
64 53 
53 38 
I.s.c. Ratings 
Weighted 
Occ. Source House Area Total 
6 
7 
4 
2 
4 
4 
4 
5 
4 
3 
4 
3 
2 
2 
6 
5 
4 
1 
6 
6 
3 
3 
3 
5 
5 
5 
5 
4 
5 
5 
6 
5 
5 
5 
3 
5 
3 
3 
4 
5 
5 
5 
3 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
4 
4 
4 
2 
5 
4 
4 
4 
4 
3 
4 
5 
3 
2 
4 
7 
4 
5 
3 
7 
4 
4 
4 
4 
3 
6 
4 
5 
5 
6 
4 
3 
6 
4 
4 
4 
5 
4 
3 
4 
5 
2 
5 
3 
4 
3 
4 
5 
4 
5 
63 
63 
53 
36 
58 
51 
55 
55 
55 
48 
41 
56 
38 
29 
40 
70 
51 
56 
28 
68 
57 
47 
49 
47 
54 
I\-~. 
1-·' 
!" ·~ 
..,,. ' 
-4 r----- -- . - --- -~ ~~eneral Purpose Table. (Continued) I 
I~~ ~ Stanford Sub-Test Scores I.s.c. Ratings 
! -8 Gl !:! Gl i~j ~g Weighted 
ctlll!l ... ctl P M W M L U A R A C LIT SS I SS II E S SP Occ. Source Bouse Area Total 
1'72 '72 69 '75 68 63 '74 6'7 '75 '74 '71 1 4 5 4 39 
175 73 66 67 63 66 61 67 71 74 67 2 3 4 5 39 
167 63 66 '71 56 58 '71 58 59 68 52 2 4 3 3 35 
142 52 51 51 59 60 53 46 53 54 58 5 5 5 4 58 
142 57 61 46 52 51 65 53 60 65 39 4 5 4 4 51 
132 50 54 42 36 41 54 45 53 42 67 6 5 5 3 60 
158 68 63 77 52 58 63 63 61 64 68 4 5 5 5 56 
122 36 25 30 34 50 33 30 31 31 20 6 5 5 4 62 
I 
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,General Purpose Table. (Continued) 
I 
' I~ ~ Stanford Sub-Test Scores I.s.c. Ratings 
. ! ~ «> I «> ~«> Weighted ! il ::! ~ ~ ~ P M W M L U A R A C LIT SS I SS II E S ,I _.., o SP Occ. Source House Area Total !I~ ~Ill 
de 
8 
1 144 47 50 66 58 55 36 59 41 49 52 2 5 5 5 48 
2 148 42 52 55 54 50 46 58 60 50 42 6 5 5 65 
3 136 42 50 46 54 55 37 50 47 45 41 7 5 4 5 65 
4 157 66 64 59 71 74 77 52 57 72 72 6 5 5 5 64 
5 174 78 74 68 68 62 62 73 58 82 64 6 5 5 5 64 
6 135 47 49 49 52 51 46 41 41 47 47 3 4 5 4 47 
7 144 58 53 46 59 59 44 70 75 62 57 2 4 5 4 43 
8 153 67 69 58 64 66 60 64 66 74 66 5 5 5 4 58 
9 156 66 66 61 58 58 62 48 49 54 62 5 5 5 4 58 
10 156 54 64 69 55 53 57 54 62 65 69 4 5 5 4 54 
11 180 75 73 72 70 81 81 64 72 64 84 7 5 5 4 66 
12 135 46 52 56 51 48 62 44 50 50 45 6 5 5 4 66 
13 160 76 65 74 66 61 59 81 60 70 84 3 3 5 4 44 
14 175 66 78 63 70 65 83 82 68 75 78 2 3 5 4 40 
15 176 78 75 73 75 75 64 76 80 63 67 6 5 5 4 62 
16 156 59 67 54 52 54 60 70 75 73 62 6 5 5 4 62 
l'l 154 57 58 68 69 57 74 58 66 64 54 5 5 5 4 58 
18 156 61 63 49 67 55 68 55 59 63 57 5 5 5 4 58 
19 188 78 88 79 82 67 97 85 80 79 92 5 5 5 4 58 
20 187 80 70 70 71 71 77 75 83 82 67 4 5 2 4 45 
21 165 60 67 62 64 63 62 50 52 58 67 6 5 5 4 66 
22 176 70 69 66 76 82 68 66 79 75 62 6 6 5 4 62 
23 170 70 68 76 62 66 66 41 65 74 70 6 6 6 ~ 62 
24 163 61 67 68 67 76 62 46 63 68 63 6 5 5 4 62 
~-----M-~-71 .. 78 !11 &L-dib..- -- §6 __69 8.4 '1 ~- __5_~-- ~-5 ___ c•·cc·Ji~~•••-~---6.cEt ____ ir•~• _-------
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I General Purpose Table. (Continued) , 
I 11 
. I. 
' 
1 .... J. 
Stanford Sub-Test Scores r.s.c. Ratings 
pu: :1 Q) 
! !1 ~g Weighted 
flllili p.. fll P M W M L U A R A C LIT SS I SS II E S SP Occ. Source House Area Total 
51 148 59 59 51 68 68 66 58 57 66 63 5 5 4 5 57 
I 52 139 40 57 46 58 58 42 64 52 60 42 5 5 4 5 57 
53 168 52 53 60 75 76 60 58 70 79 50 5 5 4 5 57 
54 116 40 49 51 51 42 48 4l 39 38 40 5 5 4 5 57 
I 55 162 67 64 58 57 60 52 50 52 68 72 3 3 4 5 43 
'56 192 84 77 80 94 91 81 83 84 87 74 1 2 2 l 19 
57 185 81 85 77 70 72 74 84 80 86 7l l 3 l 1 18 
58 187 75 77 72 75 76 72 77 83 ee 50 l 3 2 1 21 
59 150 45 51 58 55 52 53 67 58 53 44 4 5 4 1 45 
60 180 71 70 46 76 67 82 76 79 82 64 5 5 5 7 64 
61 168 52 57 50 52 50 56 48 58 48 44 7 5 5 7 72 
62 162 67 67 46 60 66 58 64 60 65 51 7 5 5 7 72 
I 63 179 76 78 69 71 66 78 71 70 79 80 6 5 5 7 68 
1164 118 40 53 50 52 42 41 42 42 37 40 7 5 7 7 78 
'i 65 116 42 51 51 51 45 37 46 42 Ul 40 7 5 7 7 78 
1]66 148 44 63 60 64 66 56 47 45 47 71 6 5 5 5 64 
1:67 152 59 56 60 54 57 54 55 47 58 70 6 5 5 5 64 
1168 153 56 55 56 64 66 68 58 52 58 61 7 4 4 5 62 
1169 163 63 67 64 68 60 79 53 56 62 67 4 4 4 5 50 
170 143 52 59 49 54 55 49 41 44 55 62 5 5 4 5 57 171 144 51 52 57 58 57 49 47 57 58 52 3 3 7 5 52 
li 72 173 61 76 70 59 49 82 80 80 86 62 3 3 7 5 52 
173 177 71 73 58 59 66 93 70 75 72 74 6 5 7 5 70 
1174 189 73 80 74 75 86 77 73 70 82 87 6 5 7 5 70 
175 176 68 56 56 64 62 68 65 60 79 69 6 5 7 5 70 II 
I 
I 1: 
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!,General Purpose Table. (Continued) 
Stanford Sub-Test Scores I.s.c. Ratings 
~ ~ ijf< CD 
ot! CD 1:1 CD ~1 ~ ~ Weighted ~ .!t 0 P M W M L U A R A C LIT SS I SS II E S SP rt.l 121 p., 11.1 Occ. Source House Area Total 
76 161 56 55 ffl 64 63 46 54 63 61 4:9 4: 5 7 5 62 
77 180 72 68 59 so 84 84 74 63 75 78 3 3 6 5 49 
78 166 64 60 61 67 64 46 63 46 66 59 4 5 6 5 59 
79 200 85 84 88 91 89 77 81 79 86 74 6 5 6 5 71 
80 150 46 56 56 59 52 63 62 63 56 50 6 5 5 5 64 
81 184 74 68 57 66 72 74 55 60 86 78 7 5 4 6 67 
82 179 65 69 63 67 55 84 66 72 66 53 5 5 4 6 59 
83 164 60 73 64 64 61 78 64 58 64 70 6 5 4 6 63 
84: 170 68 87 75 so 76 92 77 78 66 84: 5 5 7 6 68 
85 155 58 62 65 55 55 50 58 48 56 76 6 5 6 6 69 
I 86 177 70 76 76 66 64 75 70 84 82 54 5 5 6 6 65 87 168 66 66 79 54 48 60 64 58 77 61 6 5 6 6 69 
88 169 63 67 72 64 57 64 64 62 60 69 3 3 3 6 42 I 
89 154 63 56 58 60 60 50 65 66 70 45 5 4 3 6 53 II 90 135 47 47 46 54 50 46 43 47 38 45 6 5 5 6 66 
91 166 61 63 61 60 66 49 52 54 61 63 6 5 5 6 66 II 
92 159 53 68 60 66 65 52 68 51 63 69 6 5 5 6 66 
I 93 179 76 73 76 71 74 62 63 70 77 73 6 5 5 6 66 
94 176 69 64 62 76 76 92 74 65 68 82 6 5 5 6 66 
I 95 166 59 66 64 78 72 86 66 62 66 82 5 5 5 6 62 96 180 70 75 61 68 65 82 80 70 70 66 6 5 5 6 66 
97 144 53 67 63 62 52 77 55 51 61 73 6 5 5 6 66 ,I 
98 153 66 66 62 57 59 63 52 55 65 71 7 5 5 6 70 II I 
99 148 51 56 52 58 65 42 42 39 37 51 6 5 6 68 II 
100 159 65 60 74 63 54 60 63 65 69 45 7 5 5 6 70 
I, 
II 
I' 
'I 
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!General Purpose Table. (Continued) 
II 
I 
I Stanford Sub-Test Scores r.s.c. Ratings I jt J4 CD S::CI 
e1 .... ,.. !13 P M W M L U A R A C LIT SS I SS II E S SP Weighted Ol!ZI P..Ol Occ. Source House Area Total 
101 151 66 63 63 51 49 63 63 60 58 59 6 5 5 6 66 
102 150 60 58 66 52 60 53 54 47 57 69 6 5 5 6 66 
103 138 44 50 52 51 46 41 53 44 44 50 6 5 5 6 66 
104 162 76 68 50 75 63 88 64 59 69 76 6 5 4 6 63 
105 us 49 58 60 62 57 68 44 55 61 48 6 5 5 6 66 
106 148 61 68 68 62 66 68 62 59 74 73 3 3 5 6 48 
107 161 70 58 50 62 61 59 61 58 59 69 3 3 5 6 48 
108 164 60 59 51 71 64 62 55 59 63 45 4 5 5 6 58 
109 159 67 62 52 67 62 55 61 42 56 61 4 5 5 6 58 
110 154 46 45 58 58 55 41 53 39 48 42 5 5 5 6 62 
ll1 179 69 74 66 68 66 70 65 66 79 87 5 5 5 6 62 
112 176 66 67 63 80 80 57 66 62 68 57 6 5 4 3 57 
11113 164 65 63. 64 64 69 58 
55 66 70 54 4 5 4 3 49 
II 114 175 70 80 75 75 73 88 
67 62 60 92 4 5 4 3 49 
1115 161 58 60 47 59 62 52 59 
65 72 63 6 5 4 3 54 
116 175 80 eo 74 76 71 82 55 75 74 63 2 4 4 3 38 I' 117 166 69 77 77 62 68 82 64 83 79 59 2 4 3 3 :55 II 
1118 187 76 72 79 78 
85 68 57 66 87 80 5 5 3 3 50 ,I 
119 182 70 68 71 64 68 55 82 80 79 74 6 3 3 51 II 120 163 59 67 65 66 60 74 77 58 68 76 6 5 5 3 60 
1121 155 58 62 71 64 63 81 62 59 58 82 5 5 5 3 56 I 
122 176 75 79 74 78 71 72 76 80 82 66 3 5 5 3 48 I 
123 142 41 52 57 60 54 58 50 52 51 45 6 5 3 59 r 
124 180 66 79 71 73 84 90 75 76 63 71 4 5 5 3 52 ii 
125 163 59 67 60 64 61 83 67 58 60 77 5 5 5 3 56 ,, t 
11 t; 
II 
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!General ·Purpose Table. (Continued) 
Itt 
Stanford Sub-Test Scores I.s.c. Ratings 
~ID 
~Itt Weighted ;~g P M W M L U A R A C LIT SS I SS II E S P..C'Il SP Occ. Source House Area Total 
126 170 63 68 63 57 63 74 59 57 66 76 2 4 5 3 41 
127 166 64 67 69 58 53 75 66 58 72 64 6 5 5 3 60 
128 167 61 73 73 60 52 68 50 60 70 61 5 5 l 2 42 
129 174 60 69 60 59 64 86 7l 70 78 63 2 3 l 2 24 
130 174 66 70 67 80 75 68 73 72 83 82 l 4 2 2 26 
131 137 45 53 53 58 62 38 55 59 54 42 5 5 5 2 54 
132 175 71 56 69 84 74 72 70 79 83 58 4 4 3 2 41 
133 163 60 65 64 63 59 58 48 48 70 62 5 3 3 2 42 
134 146 51 52 54 60 62 42 43 49 45 51 3 4 4 2 40 
135 187 68 87 64 89 87 75 81 79 74 73 7 7 5 1 66 
136 180 73 77 64 68 75 82 80 75 74 66 5 5 6 5 63 
137 168 59 67 57 67 66 84 54 60 68 69 5 5 6 5 63 
138 163 63 66 7l 73 65 62 7l 76 75 60 5 5 6 5 63 
139 157 63 60 62 64 61 57 68 63 64 61 7 5 6 5 7l 
140 143 40 46 50 54 46 41 46 42 44 40 7 5 6 5 7l 
141 147 45 68 56 66 52 88 58 57 58 55 7 5 6 5 7l 
142 172 74 76 67 63 67 84 67 70 66 80 3 3 3 5 40 
143 162 74 7l 69 66 62 81 61 72 78 57 6 5 3 5 58 
144 152 52 50 52 62 43 57 44 54 58 48 6 5 5 5 64 
145 187 73 72 63 82 81 81 83 79 83 7l 5 5 5 5 . 60 
146 153 57 53 .68 57 61 63 54 45 55 60 5 5 5 5 60 
147 148 52 59 50 60 60 62 59 46 54 42 5 5 5 5 60 
148 154 45 59 56 59 56 62 52 . 62 63 45 3 4 2 5 40 
149 146 50 57 52 54 52 56 57 52 54 59 3 4 2 5 40 
150 155 59 69 69 60 56 66 73 62 82 66 2 4 2 4 34 
--~~~-~o-_.Jcc=•~-.c~••·c·•c~·•= .. · ····c.· .. ~ ·=--- ~~o.••~~.=·~=~~~.~ ~=·• ··~=·--~~··.-·-=·.-·--·~ .. c ... __ ····=··=···=·•- -= .. - .... =c- --- -- ... , -rr• ·.o:•=•= 
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Oeneral Purpose Table. (Continued) 
.... ~ Stanford Sub-Test Scores I.s.c. Ratings !' il t l:lt> 
ll) ~~ Weighted .... P M W M L U A R A C LIT SS I SS II E S 'rfl 121 P.Ol SP Occ. Source House Area Total 
151 154 69 53 64 66 68 64 67 57 68 5'7 6 5 5 5 64 
152 153 57 70 61 54 57 55 52 49 58 69 6 5 5 4 62 
153 127 42 60 46 57 48 55 41 39 37 40 6 5 5 4 62 
154 165 70 55 61 63 66 63 63 57 61 60 7 ·5 5 5 68 
!155 192 86 88 79 97 92 81 83 83 82 so 3 3 4 5 43 
156 177 81 72 65 70 74 72 76 79 68 74 3 3 4 5 43 
.157 170 68 74 65 66 69 81 73 75 79 66 2 3 4 5 39 
158 185 83 79 81 86 85 82 74 88 86 69 1 3 4 5 35 
II 159 148 52 73 53 58 52 84 62 62 52 73 3 3 5 5 46 
'160 154 57 57 46 64 63 42 50 57 eo 68 3 3 5 5 46 
II :161 176 81 79 83 80 74 84 75 84 86 70 4 4 5 5 53 
!162 171 67 73 73 63 69 88 75 76 79 69 3 4 5 5 49 
163 162 61 60 58 63 66 62 42 48 66 51 5 5 5 5 60 
164 173 68 67 64 71 75 60 64 59 75 63 5 5 5 5 60 
165 170 63 7l 58 62 74 63 59 59 74 92 5 5 5 5 60 
166 200 79 78 74 94 92 72 77 66 86 78 4 5 5 5 56 
167 162 66 74 65 62 66 59 57 62 72 78 4 5 5 5 56 
168 159 63 62 58 64 61 48 61 56 78 5'7 4 5 5 5 56 
'169 149 63 61 65 58 62 66 53 64 75 60 5 5 4 4 55 
170 150 50 67 47 58 59 72 55 48 57 80 6 5 4 4 59 
171 186 74 89 75 60 63 90 92 84 89 69 3 5 4 4 47 
172 175 65 66 73 75 76 63 70 63 66 82 2 5 4 4 43 
173 169 63 64 69 60 66 52 59 59 59 59 5 5 4 4 55 
174 173 74 66 68 67 81 63 59 70 75 76 6 5 4 4 59 
175 144 42 46 64 55 57 40 50 41 51 51 5 5 4 4 55 
' 
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ijGeneral Purpose Table. (Concluded) 
~ Stanford Sub-Teat Scores I.s.c. Ratings 
1=141 
.p~ 
,!:lg 
P..l1.) P M W M L U A R A C LIT SS I SS II E S SP 
Weighted 
Occ. Source House Area Total 
7§ 164 68 61 77 70 7 4 66 67 70 78 63 3 3 
.77 150 61 53 68 66 66 56 57 55 69 57 3 3 
.78 164 57 68 64 63 56 58 70 62 70 44 3 4 
.79 170 58 67 65 76 76 56 76 80 79 66 3 4 
0 162 78 80 73 58 53 68 52 58 75 58 3 4 
1 189 84 74 58 81 81 78 73 83 87 69 2 4 
2 189 81 87 84 71 79 84 71 79 79 78 2 4 
.83 151 54 50 51 59 57 64: 55 51 61 52 2 4 
.84 157 50 67 50 58 53 7 4 63 58 62 7 4 7 5 
5 175 60 63 59 70 74 82 63 70 82 64 4 3 
.86 169 68 74 71 70 71 72 70 60 79 80 5 5 
7 155 60 62 48 64 66 59 55 54 66 51 3 4 
.88 172 68 67 69 67 67 66 70 75 70 63 2 4 
1
1189 188 87 87 83 73 67 86 81 88 82 78 2 4 
1190 140 45 59 49 51 43 50 44 39 44 53 4 5 
.91 189 89 85 84 78 7 4 81 81 87 87 71 4 5 
92 164 69 61 69 59 63 50 53 61 63 76 3 3 
.93 126 45 58 56 58 51 48 48 43 48 40 7 5 
94 168 69 74 63 70 64 74 67 80 eo 66 4 5 
95 160 64 61 54 64 63 58 57 54 57 69 4 5 
96 154 53 54 69 64 65 49 54 59 66 66 3 5 
97 178 60 67 69 67 66 56 55 70 72 74 3 5 
.98 156 61 63 59 67 7 4 53 52 54 63 61 3 5 
99 167 68 63 68 62 60 63 59 59 66 66 3 5 
00 179 68 77 73 71 67 78 73 70 72 61 2 5 
1 136 50 56 59 55 47 37 52 54 54 57 6 
02 193 71 79 71 eo 73 78 83 76 a2 eo 5 4 
.J.,7Q__ ~O=c~--.B!l~-~_80_='12 -~'ZQ_~~63_~~~-c 3.c••~ ~~---~•-
04 163 65 72 71 66 63 64 61 7 4 73 59 6 5 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
7 
6 
6 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
Ji_ •. _ 
5 
4 41 
4 41 
4 44 
4 44 
4 44 
4 40 
4 40 
4 40 
4 72 
4 51 
4 61 
4 41 
4 37 
4 37 
4 48 
4 48 
5 43 
4 66 
4 54 
4 54 
4 50 
4 50 
4 50 
4 50 
4 46 
4 62 
4 55 
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APPENDIX C 
il 
I[Equi-Percentile Equation of Stanford Sub-Test Scores to Pintner ,! 
p•.redian Standard Scores for the 134 Students in Grade Four 
,, 
,, 
' 
li lj 
IPintner 
Stanford Sub-Test Scores 
,, 
II 
Median 
1
scores 
W.M. A.c. 
s.s. s.s. 
E.S. 
II 
P.ll. L.u. A.R LIT. I II SP. 
II I 
.,,: 
:I 169 76 67 II 
168 70 67 75 55 70 66 64 76 67 I 
167 69 74 52 65-64 63 75 II 
166 66 73 63 66 !I 
165 68 72 69 62 62 
,, 
164 167-6-5 65 7l 54 51 61 74 :I ,I 
163 164-3-2 70-69 60-59 61 73 65 I 
I 162 61 68 68 72 64 II 
161 60 64 67 53 58 60 7l 63 
,, 
,, 
160 63 66 50 70 62 !I 
:[ 
159 59 62 65 52 67 57 59 69 61 II 158 58 61 64-63 56 58-7-6 68 60 
157 60 51 66 55 67 
I, 
156 57 62 49 66 59 II 
I 
155 56 59 61 50 55 54 65 
:I 154 58 60 ~~-64 54 64 58 153 55 48 3-62 63 57 li 
152 54 57 59 49 51-60 53 53 62 il 
151 53 58 59-58 61 56 II 
150 56 48 47 57 52 52 60 55 
II II 149 52 55 57 59-58 
148 51 54-53 56 47 56 51 57 54 II 147 50 52 55 46 55 50 51 56 53 li 
146 51-50 54 46 54 55-54 52 I' 
145 49 49 53-52 45 53 49 50 51 
,! 
,, 
144 48 48 51 45 52 48 53 50 jl 
14Z 47 47 50 51 49 52 49 II I, 
I 142 46 49 44 44 50 47 51-50 48 il 141 45 46 48-47 43 ~9-48 48 49 
140 44 45 46 42 47 46 48 47 ji 
'I 
139 43 44 45-44 41 43 46 45 47 47-46 46 
,, 
'I 
138 42-41 43 43 40 42 45 44 ,46 45 45-441 
137 40 42 42 39 i4-43 43 45 44-43 43 il 
136 39 41-40 41-40 41 42 42 44 42 42-4~1 
135 38 39 39 38 4l 4l 43 41-40 40 ii ,, 
! 
--- - --- - -
I 
I 
' 
' 
' I 
I 
1Equ1-Poroent1lo Bquat1~ Table. (Concluded) 
' I 
I Pintner 
Median 
II Scores 
li 134 
I 133 
i 
' 
' 
! 
i 
I 
I 
I 
I 
II 
1: ,, 
I 
! 
I 
Jl 
132 
131 
130 
129 
128 
127 
126 
125 
124 
123 
122 
121 
120 
119 
118 
117 
116 
115 
114: 
113 
112 
111 
110 
~··· 
37 
36 
35 
34 
33 
32 
31 
30 
29 
28 
27 
26 
W.M. L.u. 
38 38 
37 37 
36 36 
. 
35 35 
34 34-33 
33 32 
31 
32 30-29 
31 28 
30 
29 27 
26 
28 
25 
27 
24 
26 23 
25 22 
2&.,23· 21-20 
Stanford SUb-Test Scores 
s.s. s.s. 
A.R. A..c. LIT. I II 
37 40 40 40 42-41 
39 40 
36 39 39 
38 38 39 
35 37 37 38-37 
34 38 36 36 
33-32 37 35 35 36 
31 36 34 34 
30 35 33 33 35 
29 34 32-31 32-31 34 
30 33 
30 32 
28 29 
33 29 31 
28 30 
27 29 
27 
32 26 
31 
26 30 
29 
25-4-:3 
i! 
B.s. ,I SP. ; 
:i 
39 39-39! 
38 '· :: 
37 37 :I 
'I 36 36 
35-34 35-311 
33 33 i' 
32-31 32 :1 ,, 
31 il 
30 30 ,, 
29 29-2sil 
28 ' i 
27 '· :i 
27 26 il 
25 I 
26 24 il 
! 
23 
,, 
:I 25 !i 
22 'I ,,
24 21 !I 
20 ,, I' 
23 
II 
,, 
!I 
I 
!I 
I 
i 
d 
I 
i 
i! 
'I 
i Equi-Percentile Equation of Stanford Sub-Test Scores to Pintner I :j 
! Median Standard Scores for the 158 Students in Grade Six 'I 
i 
I Stanford Sub-Test Scores 
Pintner 
Median s.s. s.s. Scores P.M. ltr.M. L.U. fA.R. A.c. LIT. I II E.S. SP. 
182 82 '76 '70 '79 82 82 '79 
181 '76 '79 '75 81-80 '79 
180 81 '74 69 81 '79 
jl 1'79 80 '73 78 . 78 
I 178 75 78 68 78 80 77 78 1'17 ~9-78 72 6'1 
176 77 71 79 76 7'7 
175 76-75 '74 66 78 
1'74 '14 77 70 77 77 '75 77 
i 173 73 73 69 65 76 '76 
! 1'72 76 68 '75 74 75 
II 171 
'72 '72 64 74 76 ! 
' 170 '71 75 67 76 '73 73 74 i 
I' 
' II 
169 71 74 66 '15 72 72 '75 '73 
I 
.: 
168 '70 70 63 74 61 71 '74 72 " !l 167 73 65 70-69 70 I 
166 '69 69 72 64 73 68 69 73 71 'i I• 
165 68 68 '71 63 62 72 67 72 70 .• 
164 '67 70 62 '71 66 68 69-6~1 
163 66 67 69 61 70-69 65 67 71 67-6~1 
162 65 66 68 61 64 66 70 :6~5 ~I 161 65 67 60 68 63 65 4-6 
160 64 64 66 59 67 62 69 62 
159 63 63 65 60 66 61 64 61 
158 '62 62 64 58 65 60 63 68 60 
157 63 57 59 64 59 62 67 59 
156 61 61 62 56 63 58 66 58 
155 60 60 61 62 57 61 65 57 
154 59 59 55 58 60 64 56 
153 68 58 59 57 61 56 59 63 55 
152 57 57 58 54 60 55 62 54 
! 151 56 56 56 53 56 59 58 61 53 
150 55 58 54 5'1 60 52 
14:9 55 55 64 52 55 57 59 51 
148 54 54 53 51 53 56 50 ,i 
14"l 53 52-51 54 56 52 55 58 49 !I 
I 146 52 53 50 50 55 54 57-56 48-4'i1, 
·- ·-
. 
I I 
I 
I 
ii 
li Equi-Percentile Equation Table. (Concluded) 
I! :I 
II 
" I 
:I Stanford Sub-Test Scores ! 
11 Pintner 
I Median s.s. s.s. 
1
scores P.M. W.M. r...u. A.R. A.c. LIT. I II E.S. SP. 
145 51 52 49 49 53 54 53 55 I! 
144 50 51 48 53 51 54 ~I 
I 
143 49 50 47 48 52 52 50 52 53 ~I 142 49 46 47 51 51 52 141 48 48 45 51 50 49 50 51 
I 140 47 47 46 49 48 50 ~I 
11 
139 46 46-45 44 50 48 47 49 49 42 
138 45 44 43 45 47 46 48 48 4Jl ,I 
I 
13'1 44 43 44 46 45 47 47 II 
136 42 42 49 45 44 46 46 401 
135 43 41 41 43 48 44 43 45 45-44 39! 
I 134 42 40 40 42 47 43 42 44-43 43 3~1 
133 41 39 39 41 42 41 42-41 42 !, 
132 38 38 40 46 40 41-40 3oni 
131 40 37 37 39 45 41 39 40 39 3~ 
130 39 36 36 40 38 39 38-37 II 
3di 129 38 35 35 38 44 39 37 38 36 
128 34 34 37 43 36 37 35 3411 
127 37 33 33 36 38 35 il 
126 32 35 42 34-33 36-35 34 331 
36-35 125 31 32 34 41 37 32 33 I ,, 
124 30 31 33 40 31 34 32 321 
123 34 29 30 32-31 39-38 36 33 31 I 'I 
122 28 . 30 37 35 30 32 30 3l1 
121 29 29 36-35 31 29 3d I 
120 33 28 28 34 34 39 28 2Q1 I 
119 32 27 27 27 33 33 30 27 
,, 
ll8 31 26-25 32-31 29 26 
117 30 26 24 26 30 32 25 
116 29 23 25 29 31 24 .. 115. 28 28-27 23 
114 27 25 22 24 26 30 
113 21 23 29 " I 
112 26 24 20 22 " 'I lll ' ~ 
110 21 ~ i 
109 23 20 i 
I 
... 
---- -
. 
I 
I Stanford-Sub-Test Scores I 
1 Pintner 
I Median s.s. s.s. 
,Scores P.M. W.M. L.u. A.R. A.C. LIT. I II E.S. SP •. i I 
I 
I 202 91 91 89 97 94 97 94-83 88 91 97 'I :i 
201 90 90 96 92-91 ' 
200 89 89 88 95 95 90-89 89 I ,, 
'· i 
199 87 94 93 87 'I ., 
198 87 88 93 92 88 88 92 I 
197 86 93 86 il 
196 86 87 ! 
195 85 87 ;: 'I 
194 91 91 92 ;I 
193 85 84 90 90 87 I I 192 84 86 83-82 89 89 91-90 86 87 ,, H 
191 83 81 87 88-87 84 I ;i 
190 85 80 86-84 86-85 88 85-84 84 
189 84 79 82 84 83 83 86 
188 81 83 78 81 83 87 82 
187 80 77 82 81 82 82 
186 79 82 81 86 
185 78 80 76 80 80 84 
184 80 78 80 83 
183 76 79 75 78 79-77 84 77 79 82 80 
182 78 76 83 76 78 
181 75 74 76 
180 77 82 75 76 80 78 
179 74 73 75 75 74 77 
178 73 76 81 73 75 79 
177 72 75 72 74 76 I I 
! 176 71 74 71 73 73 72 74 78 ,, 
1'75 70 73 '71 '72 79 7l 72 77 74 I! 
I 174 72 70 70 7l 78-77 70 70 73 
I 1'73 69 '7l 69 70-69 68 68 72 
I 1'72 68 68 68 75 67 75 7l 
; 171 70 68 67 74 ,I 
I 1'70 67 69 67 '74 66 66 73 70 ,, ' i: 
I 
169 66 67 66 72 65 65 72 69 .I ,. 
168 66 68 66 70 64 " I 
167 65 64 70 68 ;I I! 166 65 67 65 68 63 63 67 II 
-·- --- -- - -· . --
li 
I 
I ! . w~ • 
·I ~ 1.-• L; 
(Continued) iEqu1-Percent1le Equation Table. 
!====!;:::::===================~i 
I Stanford Sub-Test Scores 
11 
Pintner 1---T--r----r---r--....,.----.----r---r---r----1 
:Median 
Scores s.s. s.s. W.M. L.U. A.R. A.c. LIT. I II E.S. SP. I' 
I! ---1---+-----1----f---f----+--+---f---f----+---1 ,I 
1 165 64 64 sa 62 69 sa ,
1 164 63 66 64 64 64 62 68 65 ' 
163 63 61 61 
162 65 63 63 60 66 
161 61 62 63 
160 64 62 59 59 65 
159 
158 
157 
156 
155 
1, I:~ 
152 
151 
150 
,I 149 
! 148 
147 
146 
145 
i 144 
'I' 143 
li 142 
!i 141 
I' 140 
I 
i 
II 
I I, 
II 
I 
I 
139 
138 
137 
136 
135 
134 
133 
132 
Ul 
130 
60 
59 
58 
57 
56 
54-52 
52 
51 
50 
49 
47 
46 
45 
44 
61 
63 
62 60 
61 59 
60 58 
59 57 
58 56-55 
57 
56 
55 
54 
53 
52 
54 51 
50 
53 
49 
52 48 
47 
51 
46 
50 
62 
60 
59 
58 
5? 
55 
54 
52 
51 
62 
61 
60 
60 59 
59 58 
58 5? 
58 
5? 
55 
64 
58 63 
57 62 
56 61 
5?-56 ~6-55 
54 
55 ~3-52 52 
54 56 60 
53 54-!53 59 
52 58 
51 5? 
56 
50 
54-53 49 
48 
52 4? 
51 46 
45 
50 44 
49 
42 
48 
51 
50 
48 
4? 
46 
45 
44 
43 
42 
50 55 
49 54 
48 53 
52 
4? 51 
46 50 
49 
45 
44 
48 
4? 
46 
45 
44 
42 42 
61 
so .
1 
59 
~?-56!1' 
55-54i 
53 I! 
52 ll 
51 
50 
49 
48 
4? ,I 
,I 
,, 
451 I• 
I 
II 
:i ,, 
44 ,1 
,I 
ii 
II 
II 
!! 
;i 
,, 
' 42 il 
!i 
II 
'I 
;I 
:I 
il 
II 
L .,
~! .... t)J 
I 
-- -,- _.::::o-.::_~~~==o---==----===-=:----o-_:_-c=-=::_~----=:::_-=::.=:_--::-~=·.::-_=--= _-:~-=-~=-"' -~- -----· _,. -_, --
-
- -
.J:. ,,..........,----_-_.::- ------~, 
I 
Equ1-Percent1le Equation Table. (Concluded) 
Stanford Sub-Test Scores 
P1ntner 
:Median s.s. s.s. Scores ~.)f. w.:M. L.U. A.R, A.c. LIT. I II E.s. SP. 
129 42 47 41 41 41 41 
128 
127 49 46 40 
126 41 40 40 
125 45 39 41 39 
124 48 
123 40 44 38 38 
122 47 43 37 37 
121 42 40 
120 46 41 
119 
118 45 39 
' 
-
--. 
i! ,, 
li 
'I 
. . ~ -
APPENDIX D 
I 
!I -~r 
Rater-Reliability of Source-of-Income and Occupation 
Ratings for 75 Random Cases of the Sample 
Grade 
6 
Case 
Number 
l 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
ll 
12 
13 
14 
l5 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
1 
2 
3 
4: 
5 
6 
7 
a 
9 
10 
ll 
12 
13 
14 
15 
Rater 1/l 
Source Occupation 
4: 3 
5 3 
5 5 
4 7 
5 6 
5 7 
5 7 
5 5 
5 6 
4 2 
5 6 
5 4 
5 5 
3 1 
5 4: 
5 7 
5 6 
5 6 
4 2 
5 4: 
3 1 
3 1 
5 6 
5 6 
5 6 
5 6 
7 
4 4: 
5 6 
5 6 
4: 3 
4 1 
5 6 
5 5 
4: 2 
3 l 
5 4: 
5 6 
5 7 
5 4 
--
Rater {/2 
Source Occupation 
4: 3 
5 3 
5 5 
4: 7 
5 6 
5 7 
5 7 
5 5 
5 6 
4: 2 
5 6 
5 4: 
5 5 
3 1 
5 4 
5 7 
5 6 
5 6 
4: 2 
5 4 
3 l 
3 1 
5 6 
5 6 
5 6 
5 6 
7 
4 4 
5 6 
5 6 
4 3 
4 l 
5 6 
5 5 
4: 2 
3 l 
5 4: 
5 6 
5 7 
7 ~ ~----~~~ 
II 
" ,I 
il !I ' ;f--. ~ • 
Rater-Reliaoility Taole (Concluded) 
Grade 
8 
Case 
Number 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
Rater #1 
Source Occupation 
5 6 
5 7 
5 5 
5 6 
5 4 
2 1 
5 5 
4 2 
4 1 
3 2 
5 4 
4 3 
5 2 
5 6 
3 3 
5 5 
5 6 
5 6 
3 2 
5 5 
5 5 
5 6 
5 3 
3 3 
5 6 
4 4 
5 6 
5 3 
4 2 
5 7 
5 3 
5 5 
4 2 
5 5 
4 2 
Rater #2 
Source Occupation 
5 6 
5 7 
5 5 
5 6 
5 4 
2 1 
5 5 
4 2 
4 1 
3 2 
5 4 
4 3 
5 2 
5 6 
3 3 
5 5 
5 6 
5 6 
3 2 
5 5 
5 5 
5 6 
5 3 
3 3 
5 6 
4 4 
5 6 
5 3 
4 2 
5 '1 
5 3 
5 5 
4 2 
5 5 
4 2 
,, .:· • .,. f.~ 
~. l ... 1{ 1· 
APPENDIX E 
Dear Parents, 
In our attempt to help the children in Keene schools, certain 
information is necessary. 
Will you kindly fill in the attached sheets and return them by 
your child to his or her teacher? 
This Form should be filled out by the head of the family (father 
or mother whichever it may be). Please double check, before returning, 
to make sure that you have printed your name and checked your sex 
on the Form. 
Thank you for your cooperation. 
THE GUIDANCE DEPARTMENT 
(leave blank) 235 
fRADE ____ SCHOOL--------- TEACHER'S NAME ----------
lAME OF CHILD·-------------- ( ) MALE ( ) FEMALE 
.DD~---------------------------------------
(Information above the line to be filled in by teacher) 
INFORMATION FORM 
Name of Head of Family ____ 77~~---------,~~--~~~~------~~----.----(Please Print) (first name) (middle initial) (last name) 
Sex of Head of Family. Please check: ( ) Male ( ) Female 
·• How many people live in your home?--------------- (number of persons) 
Check here relationships to child of 
( ) father 
all people in your home: 
( ) sister (s) 
( ) mother 
( ) brother (s) 
( ) close relatives 
( ) others 
• Is mother of child employed in full or part•time work? Check. ( ) Yes ( ) No 
How many rooms in your home? ------------------ (number of rooms) 
• Did father graduate from high school? Check: ( ) Yes 
Did mother graduate from high school? Check: ( ) Yes 
( ) No 
( ) No 
Is this child a member of some organized community club or group like the 
Boy and Girl Scouts, YHCA or YWCA, Catholic Youth Organization, or Church group? 
Check: ( ) Yes ( ) No 
Does the family ~sually travel and vacation outside the 
more weeks during the year? Check: ( ) Yes 
city for two or 
( ) No 
How does the head 
source of income? 
sources equally. 
of the family (father or mother) receive his or her chief 
Check only one unless income is secured from two or more 
Then, check those sources. 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
on an hourly or piGce-work basis 
on a weekly basis 
on a salary basis monthly or yearly 
from profits of business 01mership 
from fees for professional services 
from previously earned wealth 
from inherited wealth 
( ) from pension 
( ) from other sources 
Will the head of thu family (father or mother) pl~asc indicate his or 
her occupation: 
------------------------------------------(Occupation) 
On the back please explain the kind of work you do. 
APPENDIX F 
NAME OF CHILD ------------------
ADDRESS ----r:=~"::T"----r:::=:::-=-:-;--------(number) (street) 
GRADE ( ) 4 ( ) 6 ( ) 8 SCHOOL. ______ CODE NO. __ 
HOUSE FORM 
OCCUPANCY -------------------------
CONSTRUCTION -----------------------
SIZE ------------------------------------
GRADE ----------------------------
Ar.s ----------------------------
REMODELED -------------------------
CONDITION -------------------------
NUMBER OF ROOMS ---------
HEATING SYSTE!-! ( NO HEATING SYSTElii ( 
ELECTRIC LIGHTING NO ELECTRIC LIGHTING 
PLUMBING ( ) NO PLUMBING ( 
LOCATION: GOOD FAIR ( POOR 
ROAD: PAVED GRAVEL ( ) DIRT ) 
SIDE'.ALK ( NO SIDE\i-ALK ( 
------- - - -- - "--== -- -- ----== _::-:_-_ - . - -
APPENDIX G 
SUGGESTIONS AIJD ~CHBDULE FOR SPECIAL TESTI!JG PHOGRAl.f 
All Keene Schools - Or:tden 4- 6-8 
March 20 Dnd 21, 1951 
\·ihile moat teachers have h.r.~d many years of experi ence adt':1in1stering 
a, perhaps sone h~ve not. Therefore, the general directions listed 
are primarily to help this l r tter g:soup. The t\'JO te3ta to be 
1istered are the Pihtner General Ability Test and the Stanford 
~vement Battery. 
Manuals 9f Directions for each test accompany this suggestion sheet. 
Je stu<Iy the directions for administration carefully befor'a the 
lng dates. If you have any quest:l.ons about administering the ·~e s ts, 
~harlcs A. \·/oodbury, Sr . '1.·1111 gladly ans"t-rer them uhen he distribu tea 
~esting catericle to eEch school on Monday, March 19, 1951. 
Thank you for your cooperation. 
"D.10 Directions: 
Teachers are aslted to make sure each Oh1ld prints hia full n::.;ne 
~ctly 2.."'!.d legibly; the name of the school, the dc?.te, his grade, 
.ncUcatee his or her sex in the appropriate spaces on the front cover 
1e test booklets. Plense dauble check on this after each testins 
>do 
If the records are available to the teacher, it ,;ould be helpful to 
the accurate birthdate of the child \iritten in the appr opriate 
! on the cover of the tset booklet. Plenee £2 n£! h~vc the children 
·d birthdate. 
\·1hile the children are taking the teste, the teacher could help 
teckin~ to see if any child is ·~onfuseC. about the J.'i gh"a; procedures to 
1\'1 or i a \'1ork1ng on th ~rrong ~hrt or tne test. Ho'll:evcr, no 
1tnnce should be given touard t e solution of a test problem. 
Children should have t~·JO sharpened pencils · availal>le for each 
.ng session. 
Teachers can probably time the various part teste ~ost easily if 
have t-:ith t hem a. \vatch 1·1:\.th a Gecond hand that may be l'P.seto 
,g or. the vaT>ioua pnrts of each teet should be adhel"ed to strictJ.yo 
·e otarting the children on any part ot the tests, the teacher 
.d be :poised to set the t.zntch for a.ny particular time interval, 
;ing the children on the teet t he moment the second hr-. d reaches 
on the sr-:-rall dial • 
• l_ tests \:ill ba collected by l•lr. \ioodbury at the close of the 
~Y testing session. 
Teachers are net e x-.11ected to {)11!'!9ect any test. Uhen all teats have 
corrected by othere, they will be returned to each :chool for the 
Lor• e use and s tudy. 
Plene- ami t an:v (li 1.~ ·c ions in tha test adminiet~"P.t::i -,n pertaining 
chine ,. 1 u Get • All testfl 'l...Zill be hand .... acoJ.·eo f1~orn test 
to 
, 
TESTIHG SCHEDULE 
0 
y, March 19, 1951 
dstribution of all test nRteriala 
larificrtion of test adrnin1stration probleos 
.a.y, r~arch 20 J 1951 
·orn1ng session 
Distribution of booklets - printing na!:le - grade -
school and indicating sex - - - - - - - - - - -
Administer Pintner General Ability Test - llorkinp; time - - -
.fternoon session 
Distribution of booklets - printing name - grade -
t .... ,...,. , ' 
5 r1inutes 
45 ninutes 
5o minu .. lies 
school and indic~tin~ sex - - - - - - - - - - - - - 5 minutes 
Adr.linistcr Stanford Achievement Test 1 Paragraph Heaning - -20 ninutes 
Adrn1n1ster Stanford Achievement Test 2 \-lord Henning - - 10 minutes 
Administer Stanford chievePlcnt Test 3 Language Usage - - - 15 minutes 
1sday, ~·!arch 21, 1951 
~orninr5 session 
Distribution of bookl~ts - same booklet child hud 
on Tuesday - - - - - - - - - -
Administer Stanford Achievement 
Administer Stanford Achievement 
- -
Teat 
Test 
- -
4 
5 
- - - -
Arithmetic 
Arithmetic 
neasoning 
Compu t:' t 1 on -
- -
Administer Stanford Achievement Test 6 Literature 
- - - - -
.fternoon session 
Distribiltionof booi-:lcts - same booklet chilo. hc.d 
50 minu'jjes 
5 ninutes 
20 minutes 
30 minutes 
10 minutes 
65 minutes 
at Morning session - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 5 minutes 
AQm1n1ater Stanford Achievement Test 7 Social Studies I 10 minutes 
Administer Stanford Achievement Teat 8 SaciP.l Studies II - 10 minutes 
Adm1n1ster Stanford <\chievement Test 9 Ele!"!tentrl:"y Science - 10 mlnutoa 
Administer Stnnforc1 Achievement Test 10 Spc~lling - - - - - - 15 minutes 
~b minutes 
I 
I 
I' 
:I 
I 
I 
li 
II 
l 
II 
II 
·' 
-~ --_ o=:c:--=----=--==-=--=.:.....=...-,:::.o..~....:..::; .. 
APPENDIX H 
II 
I' 
'I 
'!,_. ·~ q 
'· t .... ,. 
_- _:;: __ 
A 
A 
Ne"' Development 
A 
WHE£"LOCK PARK 
A R 
II 
A New 
Development 
A 
---
A 
AMENDED ZONING 
_;VJP !Jf JJ!E 
CITY OF KEENE 
NH 
6 ~0 6~ 900 1200 ISOO 
-=-== = = =-----SCAL£ OF FCC T 
FROM CITY MAPS OLD RECORDS AND SURVEYS 
WITH ADDITIONS B'r' RALPH H. CLARK 
CITY ENGINEERS OFFICE 
1341 
A 
PAsrURE 
v 
A 
SOl/ TH KEENE 
LEGEND WARD/ O ________ Rotngt 
0 ______ ____ J 
~~- - - -- - -----3 o __ -~-- _____ 4 
l_j 5 
- ----- _ ____.--- --
0_ ---------. _b 
~~- ~--- -- -- -~- 7 
-
